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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Recent EVENTS in the promotion and management of 
joint stock companies have naturally excited the atten- 
tion of the mercantile world, and have called forth both 
correspondence and comment in the Times. Evils, it is 
said, very much of the nature that were always antici- 
pated, have followed the legislation which created joint 
stock companies, and although those who foresaw these 
evils, but thought they were outweighed by the advan- 
tages, have not changed their opinion, the question re- 
mains whether, without surrendering the advantages, 
some check may not be placed on the mischief. Now, 
as that mischief is supposed to flow from the recklessness 
with which a man naturally administers business in 

tof which he incurs only a limited liability, it is 
assumed that the true check is to be found in making 
the liability of directors unlimited, and for this the 
example of France is vouched. The original error 
by which it was supposed that this unlimited liability is 
imposed on directors in the case of Sociétés Anonymes, 
has already been corrected in the Times, but some very 
erroneous notions seem to be still abroad as to the rela- 
tion of the English to the French law on this subject. 
Itis commonly assumed that the English joint stock 
company law is taken from the French; but nothing can 
be more incorrect. It is true that the idea of a general 
extension to ordinary mercantile enterprizes of the 
principle of association with limited liability was derived 
from that country, and was supported by evidence 
taken as to the working of the principle abroad. But it 
needs only to look at the Code de Commerce on the one 
hand, and the English legislation on the other, to see 
that the whole frame of our joint stock company law 
isessentially British, and is founded, not upon the pro- 
vgions of the French Code, but on the old law of 
chartered and parliamentary companies. Indeed, the 
truth is almost the opposite of what is assumed, and the 
French law of 1867, to a great extent, followed the Eng- 
lish legislation on this subject, in allowing much greater 
freedom in the formation of joint stock companies, and 
in making more minute provisions for their regulation. In 
the same year, however, we, on our part, made an effort 
tointroduce a system somewhat analogous to one form of 
French partnership, by giving to companies the oppor- 
tunity of having directors with unlimited liability while 
that of the ordinary shareholders remains limited. This 
was, perhaps, intended as a kind of imitation of the 
French systems of Société en Commandite ; but, if so, it 
was but an ill one, and it is no matter for surprise that 
advantage has not been taken of these ill-drawn clauses, 
which do not even make useof the suggestion furnished 
by the Act of 1862, by allowing the liability of the 
directors to be limited by guarantee, that is to a de- 
finite sum in excess of their ordinary share liability. 
It is plain, however, on the general question that no such 
change in the constitution of a company as is contemplated 
“eould be made without radically altering the relation of 





‘the shareholders and the directors. No man would, with- 


out some considerable superiority of advantage, consent 
to take on himself, not mere!y the labour of manage- 
ment, but the risk of failure. For ourselves, we must 
confess to a doubt whether the idea on which this sug- 
gestion is founded is correct, and we are inclined to think 


that the real mischief proceeds rather from the manufac- 


ture than from the management of companies. Reckless 
trading will always occur; it takes place every day 
in private businesses with unlimited liability, and we 
doubt whether it can be made out that it is any more 
general in the business of public companies. Overend 
& Gurney were not a limited company when they made 
their enormous losses. Having made those losses, how- 
ever, they became a limited company, and it is here we 
believe the real mischief lies. Until lately,a very ex- 
traordinary amount of favour and indulgence has been 
extended by our courts to promoters and their specula- 
tions; and profiting by this indulgence, they have 
hitherto carried on their trade with almost perfect 
security, and the most abundant success. But the 
prosperity of promoters is the adversity of companies. To 
say nothing of the huge sums commonly taken at one 
haul in the very formation of the company, as the price 
of being brought into existence, a company which has 
been thus nursed into being is almost certainly un- 
sound; the property required was probably, like the 
razors in the story, “ made to sell,” and the directors are 
the nominees and tools of those who have got up the con- 
cern. On such a foundation nothing sound is likely to 
be built. We think itis rather in this direction, than in 
the shape of unlimited liability, that security is to be 
sought. 





We LATELY NoTIcED the observations made by the 
Times reporter for the Home Circuit on the work of the 
circuits, and pointed out that those observations were to 
a great extent founded on defective knowledge of the 
facts of the case. Since then a letter in the same sense 
has appeared in the 7'’imes, reviewing the work of the 
Oxford Circuit, and claiming that too little rather than 
too much of judicial time and attention is devoted to it. 
If this case were made out, it would, indeed, be a striking 
answer to the observations referred to, for the Oxford 
Circuit has not generally, at least in modern times, been 
reckoned among the most important or busiest of 
circuits. But from inquiries we have made we cannot 
but think that the picture is overcharged. It ap- 
pears from the letter that ninety-three causes were 
entered; this shows a more than usually heavy list, for 
we believe the average number of causes on that circuit 
does not exceed sixty; but the number is in part 
explained by the fact, stated in the letter, that twenty- 
one of those causes were actions for bribery penalties 
arising out of the Kidderminster municipal election, 
and which swelled to twenty-four the entry at 
Worcester, which commonly averages only five or six, 
and which on this occasion had only three causes to be 
credited to its ordinary business. In estimating, how- 
ever, what is meant by the entry, when its bearing on 
the amount of judicial time and labour required is to 
be considered, there are several matters to be taken 
into account as to which we have no information—as, for 
instance, how many causes were actually undefended, how 
many were practically so, in how many the records were 
withdrawn, how many were settled, how many referred, 
and how many made remanets for other reasons than 
want of time to try them. 

But, in truth, there can be no doubt that, however 
erroneous was the estimate based by the T'imes reporter 
for the Home Circuit on his imperfect acquaintance with 
facts, there is in the administration of circuit business 
generally an enormous waste of time and power. The 
history of assizes within the compass of a very short 
memory will be enough to satisfy every one that the con- 
duct of business has of late years tended more and more 
to length, and that the time occupied in the trial of 
cause is often out of all proportion, not merely to 
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importance, which cannot be the test, but to its real 
necessities, Whether it is that modern judges have lost 
the power of controlling the conduct of business, or 
that counsel have lost the art of managing it, or whether 
it is merely for want of something else to do, there can 
be little doubt that a length of time is now frequently 
spent in trying a cause which, by comparison with that 
formerly thought requisite, cannot be accounted for 
merely by the increased opportunity for evidence afforded 
by the removal of restrictions upon its admission. We 
are informed on good authority that, in the experience 
of the Oxford Circuit during the late assizes, this was 
not less conspicuous than it has often been of late years; 
and upon the whole it is certainly strange at first 
sight that, while circuit business has diminished, an 
equal number of days is taken in disposing of it. It 
must be remembered, however, that it has become the 
habit to sit for very much shorter hours than formerly. 
It may be thut the old hours were unduly long; but the 
change in this respect must not be left out of account. 

All these estimates, however, of the amount of 
judicial time required for the work of assizes are of 
necessity very unsatisfactory, because they are based on 
the essentially defective nature of circuit arrangements 
as they at present exist. What precise change should be 
effected, on what footing the circuits should be 
remodelled in the limits of either time or space, we will 
not at present discuss; but that a suitor who fails to try 
in the summer should be unable to try for full nine 
months, except by coming to London and thus inter- 
fering with the proper metropolitan business, is a 
palpable absurdity and injustice. Under the new Act 
there will be an opportunity and an apt occasion for re- 
arranging the business; we trust that it will be used, 
and that we shall not, as has been often the case, have 
to see a golden moment wasted through inertia or 
timidity. 





Tus provisions of the Public Health Act, 1875 (38 & 39 
Vict. c. 55), which consolidates the law relating to sani- 
tary matters, are, for the most part, merely re-arrange- 
ments of existing law, the avowed object of the measure 
being consolidation only; but an opportunity has 
been taken to amend existing defects, in one or two 


instances of a very important character. Some of these 
alterations seem to promise considerable benefits. For 
example, it is provided by section 255 that, “ when any 
nuisance under this Act appears to be wholly or partially 
caused by the acts or defaults of two or more persons, it 
shall be lawful for the local authority or other complain- 
ant to institute proceedings against any one of such 
persons, or to include all or any two or more of such 
persons in one proceeding; and any one or more of such 
persons may be ordered to abate such nuisance, so far as 
the same appears to the court having cognizance of the 
case to be caused by his or their acts or defaults, or may 
be prohibited from continuing any acts or defaults 
which, in the opinion of such court, contribute to such 
nuisance, or may be fined or otherwise punished, not- 
withstanding that the acts or defaults of any one of such 
persons would not separately have caused a nuisance; 
and the costs may be distributed as to such court may 
appear fair and reasonable.” ‘This provision is aimed at 
what in many cases had been found a great difficulty in 
obtaining a remedy for a nuisance caused by the acts or 
defaults of several independent persons. The aggregate 
of all such several acts and defaults might amount to a 
most unmistakeable nuisance, but inasmuch as each was 
only responsible for his own acts and defaults, and there 
was no joint character in their acts and defaults, none of 
them could be punished for nuisance unless it could be 
shown that what he severally did amounted in itself toa 
nuisance. There is obviously a great absurdity in this, 
‘Lhe right of the general public is to pure air and water, 
aud no one ought to be allowed to pollute the air or the 
water on the ground that what he does would not per se 
#uount toa nuisance, Again, the 108th section, for the 


first time, enables local authorities to protect the inhapj, 
tants of their districts against nuisances caused by acty 
committed beyond their district. This is an importay 
change, for it often happens that the principal effect o 
a nuisance is felt outside the district in which jt 
exists, and there was formerly great difficulty in obtain, 
ing redress. The local authority of the district jy 
which the nuisance existed was frequently not int, 
rested in suppressing it. The district might be a mam, 
facturing one, and the local board favourable to 
manufacturers, whereas the adjoining district might by 
composed of private residences, greatly injured by th 
fumes from the manufactories or works. Another neq 
provision likely to prove useful is contained in the 61s 
section, which enables the local authority, in cases wher 
there is a surplus of water in its district, to enter into ay 
arrangement for supplying water to an adjoining dis. 
trict. There are certain other matters of detail in which 
the present Act amends defects in the previous Acts, but 
which we have not at present space to mention. It wa 
no doubt necessary, as a general rule, that what purported 
to be merely a consolidation Act should not introduce 
any sweeping changes in the law, because the occasion 
would not have admitted of the discussion and opposi. 
tion that such changes would naturally excite. We ar 
glad, however, that the opportunity has been taken to 
introduce alterations such as those we have mentioned, 
being, as they are, of manifest utility, and not open t 
any rational objection. 





In rue rEcENT casE of Castro v. Murray (23 W.R 
596, L. R. 10 Ex. 213) the Court of Exchequer have 
carried the jurisdiction of the court to interfere by way 
of staying proceedings in an action to its furthest point, 
The claimant to the Tichborne estates had brought aa 
action against the clerk of the Petty Bag Office for re 
fusing to seal a writ of error in pursuance of 12 & 13 
Vict. c. 109, s. 38. The clerk had refused to seal the 
writ on the ground that the Attorney-General had not 
issued his fiat, and that it was a regulation of the Petty 
Bag Office that the writ could not be sealed without the 
fiat of the Attorney-General. Huddleston, J., on a 
application to him at chambers, stayed the proceedings 
in the action, on the ground that it was frivolous and 
vexatious, and an abuse of the process of the court. Qn 
appeal to the Court of Exchequer, the court upheld the 
learned judge’s order on the ground that the action was 
pretenceless, being brought against a mere ministerial 
officer for not doing what it was quite plain he was not 
bound to do till the fiat was issued. So far as the parti- 
cular case is concerned, every sensible person must be 
very glad that the court saw their way to putting a stop 
to the proceedings. Many cases come before the co 
in which a similar interference would be substanti 
just. There are generally one or two litigious amateurs 
in existence who, whether it be through an excep- 
tional vein of perverse folly, or through a tinge o 
insanity, are constantly bringing absurd actions, and col- 
ducting their own proceedings with a smattering of legal 
knowledge which in most cases they wholly misapply. It 
is in such cases a great hardship that the victims of these 
persons should be compelled to resist through all the 
stages of an action down to trial. The action is utterly 
useless and foolish, and the plaintiff seldom can pay the 
costs when beaten. At the same time it must be ad- 
mitted that it is a strong measure to stay proceedings 
summarily in an action, and we are not aware 
the mere fact that the action will not lie has been 
generally recognized as a ground for staying proceedings 
summarily. ‘The cases in which, according to the 
of practice, the action will be stayed are cases of b 
of good faith, as where an action is brought after 62 
agreement to refer, or where a second action is vexa- 
tiously brought for the same cause. ‘The objection 
occurs in this as in many other cases where a summary 





power of interference on equitable grounds is give 
namely, that though such a power may be frequently 
' 
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exerted in the iuterests of justice it is a dangerous weapon 
toentrust to the hands of the judge. It may be urged that 
there is no safe or definite test of the frivolity of an 
action; that actions cught not to be stayed merely be- 
cause the judge does not think they will lie; and if not it 
is impossible to say where the line is to be drawn between 
actions so manifestly bad as to be absurd, and other 
actions; that in times when the judges were less pure 
‘and independent than they are now such a power would 
have been dangerous, and possibly, even if at present un- 
objectionable, may become dangerous again; in short 
that the power to stay an action, because in the judge’s 
opinion it is frivolous, savours of unconstitutionality. 
There is, no doubt, sufficient in those arguments to show 
that such a power ought to be exercised with great 
«caution, but yet we cannot think there are no cases 
in which it ought to be exercised. The result of there 
not being such a summary power would be, noi possible 
future, but actual present injustice; and in the present 
condition of the bench there is little or no danger of 
the power being made use of as an engine of partiality 
or injustice. 





‘An OrDER Nn Councit has just been published appoint- 
ing district registrars under the Judicature Acts, and 
assigning them districts. The text of the order is given 
in our issue of this week. 








PRIVITY IN NEGLIGENCE. 


Mucx doubt has prevailed on the question whether a 
passenger by a public conveyance is so far identified 
with his driver as to be disabled from recovering against 
&person by whose negligence he has been injured, where 
the negligence of the driver has contributed to the acci- 
dent. The point was first raised in Thorogood v. Bryan 


(8C. B. 115), which was an action under Lord Camp- 
bell’s Act. The deceased, wishing to alight from an 
omnibus in which he was a passenger, got out while it 
was in motion, and without waiting for it to draw up to 
the kerb ; and, in doing so, he was knocked down and 
fatally injured by an omnibus belonging to the defendant. 
Williams, J., who tried the cause, told the jury that if 
they were of opinion that want of care on the part of the 
driver of the omnibus in which the deceased was travel- 
ling, or on the part of the deceased himself, had been 
conducive to the injury, their verdict must be for the 
defendant. A rule for a new trial on the ground of 
misdirection having been obtained, was after considera- 
tion discharged by the court, Coltman, J., observing, 
“The negligence that is relied on as an excuse is not 
the personal negligence of the party injured, but the 
negligence of the driver of the omnibus in which he was 
&passenger. But it appears to me that, having trusted 
the party by selecting a particular conveyance, the 
plaintiff has so far identified himself with the owner and 
her servants, that if any injury results from their negli- 
gence he must be considered a party toit.” To the 
same effect Maule, J., says, “On the part of the plaintiff, 
itis suggested that a passenger in a public conveyance 

no control over the driver. But I think that cannot 
with propriety be said. He selects theconveyance. He 
aters into a contract with the owner, whom, by his ser- 
vant the driver, he employs to drive him. If he is dis- 
satisfied with the mode of conveyance he is not obliged to 
avail himself of it.” 

This decision was not left unquestioned. Its accuracy 
‘Was impugned in the edition of Smith’s Leading Cases 
by Willes and Keating, JJ., and it was doubted in one or 
two utterances from the bench (see Smith, L. C., 6th 
@i, vol. i. p. 266). But no case occurred in which the 

ple was directly involved till so lately as Child v. 
arn (22 W. R. 864, L. R. 9 Ex. 176). The facts of 
case were as follows :—The plaintiff, a platelayer in 
employment of a railway company, was returning 





from work along their line upon a trolly, when some 
pigs belonging to the defendant escaped from his 
field, which adjoined the railway, and running on to the 
line in front of the trolly, upset it, thereby causing the 
injury to the plaintiff for which he sought to recover 
damages from thedefendant. A verdict was entered for 
the plaintiff, which the court afterwards set aside, hold- 
ing that the company had not maintained a sufficient 
fence under 8 Vict. c. 20,s. 68, and that the plaintiff 
could not recover, since he was identified with the 
company whose line he was using for their purposes. 
Bramwell, B., in his judgment, observed: “The plaintiff 
was a servant of the owner of property which was une 
fenced through the owner’s default. It is manifest, as I 
have before said, that if the pigs got on to that unfenced 
property through its owner’s default, the owner could 
not maintain an action ; and, if so, it is impossible to say 
that a third person using the property through the 
licence of the owner, and on his behalf, can. The servant 
can be in no better position than the master when he is 
using the master’s property for the master’s purposes. 
Therefore without saying anything as to the decision in 
Thorogood v. Bryan, it is sufficient to say that the 
defendant's pigs escaped through the negligence of the 
plaintiff's employer, and that, having met with the acci- 
dent through his employer’s negligence, the plaintiff can 
maintain no action against the defendant.” 

This decision has recently been followed by the same 
court in the case of Armstrong v. The Lancashire and 
Yorkshire Railway Company, 23 W. R. 295, L. R. 10 
Ex. 47, where, one must admit, it is very hard to see 
any liability on the part of the defendants to any one. 
The plaintiff, who was in the employ of the London and 
North-Western Railway Company, sued the’ defendants, 
over whose line the North-Western have running powers, 
for compensation for an injury he had sustained from a 
collision between some of the defendants’ trucks and a 
North-Western train in which he was travelling. It 
appeared that the North-Western train being late, the 
station-master at one of the defendants’ stations ordered 
the trucks in question to be shunted, the signals being 
put at “ danger” while this was being done. Notwith- 
standing this, the driver of the North-Western train 
came on, and the collision ensued by which the plaintiff 
was injured. The jury found that there was negligence 
in the defendants in shunting at a time when the 
North-Western train was overdue, and in the driver of 
the latter in disregarding the signals, and we must 
assume that was, on the part of the defendants, negli- 
gence proximately contributing to the accident. A 
verdict was thereupon entered for the defendants, which 
the court refused to disturb, Bramwell, B., saying, “I 
am prepared to decide this case on the authority of 
Thorogood v. Bryan, which has never been overruled.” 
Pollock, B., concurring in this view, adds, with respect 
to the phrase used in Thorogood v. Bryan, that the 
passenger is identified with his driver, ‘“‘ What I under- 
stand it to mean is, that the plaintiff, for the purpose 
of the action, must be taken to be in the same position 
as the owner of the omnibus or his driver.” 

In connection with these cases, as involving tosome extent 
similar principles, should be noticed the case of Waite v, 
North-Eastern Railway Company (7 W. R. 311, E. B. & 
E. 719, 728). A child of five years old was under the care 
of his grandmother at a station of the defendants’ rail- 
way. She purchased a ticket for herself and one for 
him, and while crossing the line to be ready for the 
train they were knocked down and injured by another 
train. The jury found that the accident was partly 
owing to the company’s negligence and partly to such 
negligence on the part of the grandmother as would dis- 
entitle her to recover damages from the company for the 
injury. Upon these facts it was held that the child was 
so identified with his grandmother that, by reason of her 
negligence, an action in his name could not be maintained 
against the defendants. The ground of the decision is 
stated by Cockburn, C.J., in his judgment in the Ex- 
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chequer Chamber, to be that “when achild of tender and 
imbecile age is brought to a railway station or to any 
conveyance for the purpose of being conveyed, and is 
wholly unable to take care of itself, the contract of con- 
veyance is on the implied condition that the child is to 
be conveyed subject to due and proper care on the part 
of the person having it in charge.” It must not be for- 
gotten that this was a case of contract, and was de- 
scribed as such; but from some of the expressions used 
we may infer that the same conclusion would probably 
have been reached if the action had been against another 
than the contracting company. 

It appears that in America the preponderance of au- 
thority is opposed to this principle of privity in negli- 
gence. In Shearman and Redfield on Negligence, 
a. 46, it is said that “where the negligence of any 
other person is imputed to the plaintiff, it must appear 
that such person was the plaintiff's agent in the trans- 
action, and either that he was under the plaintiff's con- 
trol, or that he controlled the plaintiff's personal con- 
duct. . . Therefore a passenger in a public con- 
veyance, such as a railroad car, a ship, or a stage, is 
not precluded from recovering against one whose 
negligence injures him, by the mere fact that the 
injury was in part caused by the negligence of the 
person in charge of the vehicle in which he was 
travelling at the time” (see to the same effect Wharton 
on Negligence, s. 395). The cases referred to in 
support of this statement appear to show that this rule 
is well established in New York; and the reasoning 
on which it proceeds is shown by the following cases :— 
In Chapman v. The New Haven Railroad Company 
(19 N. Y. 341), where the plaintiff was injured by a 
collision between the train in which he was travelling 
and one belonging to the defendants, and it was shown 
to have been caused by negligence in the management 
of each train, it was held that the plaintiff was entitled 
to recover on the ground, as stated by Johnson, C.J., in 
delivering judgment, “ that the plaintiff had no control, 
no management, even no advisory power, over the train 
in which he was riding. Even as to selection he had 
only the choice of going by that railroad or by none.” 
This decision was followed in the very similar case of 
Webster v. The Hudson River Railroad Company (38 
W. Y. 260), where Hunt, C.J., in giving judgment, said, 
“Like every passenger in a train of cars propelled by 
steam, the plaintiff was passive in the hands of the 
railroad company; unable to aid, if aid was useful, 
unable to delay or to hasten a train, incompetent, and 
not permitted, to regulate or examine its machinery. 


His personal safety was exclusively under the control of 


others.” The same view has been adopted in Pennsyl- 
vania; but, on the other hand, in Massachusetts and 
Ohio decisions have been rendered in conformity with 
the principle of Thorogood v. Bryan. 

As might be expected, a similar difference of opinion 
exists with respect to such cases as Waite v. London 
and North-Western Railway. In Shearman and Red- 
field, s. 48, it is said, “It is generally, though not 
uniformly, held that an infant is personally chargeable 
with any negligence or other fault of his guardian, 
whereby he is exposed to an injury. The true rule, as 
we think, is, that an infant is chargeable with any 
negligence of his guardian in putting or keeping the 
infant in a position of danger, or permitting him to be 
in such a position, but not for any negligence of his 
guardian in an individual capacity ;” but this distinction 
is not very clear (see on the same point Wharton on 
Negligence, ss. 310, 311). 

It is to be observed that the reasoning above quoted 
as to public vehicles does not meet the point relied on 
in the English cases, that the passenger has elected to 
entrust his safety to the skill and care of another, and 
that having done so he ought, as to third persons, 
to assume so much, not of liability indeed, but of 
risk as results from that person’s negligence. The 
American cases contrast his position with that of a person 





who would, by their description, be liable for the negli. 
gence of the driver as his agent. But the question ig 
whether there is not an intermediate position which ig 
neither one of responsibility for another’s acts nor yet of 
complete independence of them, but in which the person 
occupying it issofaraparticipant with the other in respect 
of a particular act or course of conduct as to be unable to 
sue where the other could not, and to be liable to be 
onposed by the same defences which would prevail 
against the other. The English cases above referred to 
appear to establish that there is such a position, but i¢ 
is a little difficult to say what is the precise expression 
for it. It is evident that the idea of having entrusted 
one’s safety to the skill and care of another is in. 
adequate ; some more extensive proposition is needed, 
Perhaps it may be laid down that wherever a person 
makes use of the property or services of another, he 
cannot complain against a third person on account of any 
mischief caused by that person’s negligence, to which 
the defective state of that property, or the negligence 
of the person rendering the services, contributes, No 
proposition less extensive than this will, we think, cover 
the decided cases and the principles on which the deci- 
sions were based; indeed, it must be added that the use 
which will have this effect need not be an act of de 
liberate choice, but is satisfied by a use or enjoyment in 
fact; and further that its effect does not depend on the 
existence of any peculiar relation between these persons, 
except that which is constituted by the user of theprop. 
erty or services. 

It will be observed that in Armstrong v. The Lan- 
cashire and Yorkshire Railway Company the plaintiff 
was a servant to the company in whose train he was 
travelling, and was thus precluded from suing them for 
the mischief which arose from the negligence of their 
servants. Some rather indistinct reasoning is founded 
upon this circumstance by Bramwell, B., but we must 
confess we do not see its relevance. The liability to sue 
third persons for negligence cannot surely depend on 
being able also to sue one’s own carrier. We cannot 
imagine why it should. The plaintiff's relation to the 
defendants was governed by his relation of fact to his 
own carrying company, not by his relation of contractto 
them. At any rate no such reason existed in Thorogood 
v. Bryan, and we must therefore consider the rule ag 
quite independent of this ground. 

We need hardly point out that where no such relation 
exists, where the person injured is an ordinary passel- 
ger, he can always sue his own carriers if their negligence 
has contributed to the accident; and as, unless it has 80 
contributed, it would be no answer on the part of the 
other party, the passenger will never be left without a 
remedy (see Tuff v. Warman, 6 W. R. 693, 5 C. B. N.S, 
573; Bridge v. Grand Junction Railway Company, 3 M. 
& W. 244). 








THE REGULATIONS AS TO COSTS UNDER 
THE NEW PROCEDURE. 


We print in another column the additional rules of 
court under the Judicature Act of this year, which have 
just been issued, and which comprise five orders on the 
subject of printing affidavits, &c., and a very important 
order, the 6th, containing the regulations as to costs of 
proceedings in the Supreme Court of Judicature. We 
propose here, not to enter into any elaborate examination 
of these regulations, but merely to give a short outline 
of their general character. The order contains thirty- 
four rules, and our references are to such rules, 

In the first place we may notice that the regulationg 
must be regarded as supplementary to the existing 
practice as to costs, for, by rule 28, the rules, orders, &¢, 
of the old courts as to costs shall, when not inconsistent 
with the Act and the rules of court thereunder, remain 
in force, and be applicable to costs of the same of 
analogous proceedings ; and, by rule 27, as to any work 
and labour properly performed and not provided for by 





ZESSsTSeRes uF lp 


copteew rea e2 


ao wt aeeraceno a @ 


SSF cs He 


Aug. 28, 1875. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 








= 
the order, and in respect of which fees have heretofore 


allowed, the same or similar fees are to be allowed. 
The general scheme of the new regulations is, to divide 
ings for the purpose of taxation into two divi- 
sions, and to apply a higher scale to one, and a lower 
geale to the other. And here we may remark that the 
miles are plainly modelled on the chancery pattern, 
Speaking generally, the higher scale is to be applicable 
to proceedings taken in the chancery division, and the 
lower scale to those taken in the other divisions, With 
respect, however, to chancery matters, the lower scale is 
tobe used in cases where a lower scale is now used, 
that is to say, where the value of the estate in question 
is under £1,000; as to this we notice that it is expressly 
provided that the lower scale is to be used in proceed- 
ings for the appointment of new trustees where the trust 
estate is below £1,000, and also in partnership matters 
where the assets are under that amount. In all cases of 
injunctions, where the procuring the injunction is the 
principal relief sought, the higher scale is to be used. 
A general power is given to the court, or a judge, to 
direct in any case the fees in either scale to be allowed 
toany party as to all or any part of his costs. 

With respect to the scales themselves we do not wish to 
express any very decided opinion upon them, as we have 
not had time to examine them very minutely. But looking 
at them as a whole we do not think that they are open to 
any very serious objection, at all events from those who 
were satisfied with the old allowances. The fees for 
perusing statements of complaints, &c., are less than those 
now allowed for perusing bills, &c., apparently because 
it is anticipated that pleadings will be shorter than 
heretofore ; but in this case there is an option to charge by 
the folio at the old rate. We have noticed some other 
points in which the fees under the new procedure do not 
correspond with those previously allowed, and no doubt 
our readers will, at their leisure, discover many more; 
but we are glad to say that there does not appear to us 
tohave been anything like an attempt unduly to cut 
down party and party costs, a proceeding which plainly 
would have had for its sole effect the increasing of the 
discrepancy between costs as between solicitor and client, 
and costs as between party and party, a disastrous result 
a every one must admit. 

There are no very great novelties in the new rules to 
anyone conversant with the subject of costs in chancery. 
But we may notice one or two points that will be of 
some interest. The chancery regulation of February 
2, 1855, is adopted (see rule 10) as to proceedings in 
chambers. By this rule, it is among other things provided 
that where the preparation of a case to lay it before a 
judge at chambers on a summons shall have received 
sich extraordinary skill and labour as materially to con- 
duce to the speedy disposal of the business, the judge 
may allow the solicitor a fee not exceeding ten guineas. 
Taxing officers (see rule 18) may disallow the costs of 
Prolix pleadings, even if their prolixity has not been 
taised before the judge. With respect to counsel’s fees 
for settling affidavits, it is provided (rule 13) that a 
Separate fee is not to be allowed for each affidavit, but 
one fee for all the affidavits proper to be so settled, which 
are or ought to be filed at the same time, Lastly, 
We may point out that many of the charges to be allowed 
ate left to the discretion of the taxing officers; and as 
tothese matters, it is provided (rule 29) that they are to 
take into consideration the other fees and allowances to 
the solicitor and counsel, if any, in respect of the work, 
the nature and importance of the cause, the amount in- 
Yolved, the general conduct and costs of the proceed. 

and, in fact, all the circumstances of the case. 








The Supreme Court of Ceylon has recently decided that 
is no law against usury in that island. The court, 
Consisting of three judges, was divided in opinion, the 
judge in the minority holding that a usury law does exist, 
aud that the legal limit of interest is twelve per cent. 





Recent Becistans. 
COMMON LAW. 


NeciiczEnce—AcrtTion unDER Lorp CaMmpPseLt’s Act. 


Sykes v. The North-Eastern Railway Company, C.P., 
23 W. R. 473. 


The ratio rationis, if we may so say, of this case is 
not so clear as apparently we ought to find it. The 
plaintiff was a father, who was able, by the assistance of 
his son, to whom he paid wages, to engage in contracts 
which, we must assume upon the evidence, he could not 
engage in without the son’s assistance ; that is, the rela- 
tion of father and son enabled him to derive from his 
son’s paid services that assistance which he could not 
command from an ordinary hired labourer. He sued 
under Lord Campbell’s Act for damages for the death of 
his son, caused by the defendants’ negligence, and the 
court, without calling on the counsel for the defendants, 
held that he could not recover. They distinguished 
Franklin v. The South-Eastern Railway Company (6 
W. R.573, 3 H.& N.211) on the ground that the assistance 
was there founded on filial affection, that the father was 
old and infirm and to some extent dependent on the son, 
and they determined against the present plaintiff on 
the ground that the arrangement was a matter of contract 
between him and the deceased. The decision, therefore, 
is that where the pecuniary benefit lost by a relative’s 
death is derived through a contractual arrangement, that 
loss cannot be recovered. We are tempted to ask—why ? 
It certainly seems very strange that the members of a 
wealthy family who suffer merely by the shifting of 
property caused through the death of a relative can re- 
cover, and that one who suffers pecuniary loss through 
the death of a relative whose aid cannot be replaced (for 
so we must take it) cannot recover, only because some 
remuneration was paid to him ix respect of the aid he 
rendered. Itis impliedin the facts that there was some 
thing beyond mere contract; there was that kind of 
common feeling and interest which springs from relation- 
ship and which gave the opportunity and occasion for the 
contract. What reason is there to say that only because 
contract intervenes the statute is excluded? Suppose a 
father covenanted with his son at marriage to pay him 
so much a year as long as he lived ; will the son have no 
right of action for his father’s death? Apparently not, 
if the reasoning of this decision is correct. And why 
need the pecuniary benefit lost have been purely gra- 
tuitous? The statute does not say so. Need it have 
been the result of the affection of the deceased ? Neither 
does the statute say so, nor is it consistent with the cases, 
according to which it is enough if the event of the death 
causes the loss: Pym vy. Great Northern Railway Com- 
pany (11 W. R. 922, 4 B. & S. 396). Neither does the 
statute say that a father suing must be old and infirm. 
The statute only says that “the jury may give such 
damages as they may think proportioned to the injury re- 
sulting from such death to the parties respectively for whom 
and for whose benefit such action shall be brought; ” and 
the principle laid down (whether rightly or wrougly) by 
earlier cases, and which is not questioned, is that “ the 
reasonable expectation of pecuniary advantage by the 
relation remaining alive may be taken into account by the 
jury, and damages given in respect of that expectation 
being disappointed”: Dalton v. The Sowth-Kastern 
Railway Company (6 W. R. 574, 4 C. B. N.S. 296). We 
will not venture to say that the decision is wrong; but 
we should have been glad if we could have seen some 
better reasons why it should be right. 


Justices—JURISDICTION—SUMMONS. 
Re William Smith, Q.B., 23 W. R. 523. 
From this case justices may learn that, although 
11 & 12 Vict. o. 43, s. 2, does give them power in 
certain cases to try, convict, and sentence a man in his 
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absence, yet it is not a right course to leave the 
summons addressed to the defendant with his mother 
whilst he is out a-fishing, and to try the case before he 
returns from the sea. It is to be observed that, on the one 
hand, this case is not like that of Hx parte Rice Jones, 1 
L. M. & P. 357, because there was there no service at all, 
while in the present case there was a service, according 
to the strict letter of section 1 of 11 & 12 Vict. c. 43; 
and that, on the other hand, it differs from Jn re Williams, 
21 L. J. M. C. 46, because there the defendant knew of 
the summons and had the opportunity of appearing, 
whilst here he had no such opportunity. The words of 
the 2nd section of the statute are that, if it be proved 
that “such summons was duly served upon such party 
a reasonable time before the time appointed for his ap- 
pearance,” it shall be awful for the justices to proceed ex 
parte ; and by the Ist section a summons may be served 
“upon the person to whom it is directed, by delivering 
the same to the party personally, or by leaving the same 
with some person for him at his last or most usual place 
of abode.” Now it was not denied that the summons 
was duly served by leaving it at the defendant's last 
and most usual place of abode, or that it was so served 
a reasonable time before the time appointed for appear- 
ance, with reference to the most ordinary state of things ; 
and if the language of Erle, J., in the unsatisfactory 
ease of In re Williams is followed, it makes no matter 
at all, if that condition is fulfilled, that the summons 
did not in fact come to the knowledge of the defendant. 
“The existence,’ he said, “ of this additional fact could 
not deprive the justices of their jurisdiction.” It is true 
that this was said in a case where the summons did come to 
the knowledge of the defendant, though too late to enable 
him effectually to prepare himself; but the argument 
would be precisely the same if it never came to his 
knowledge at all; for the course of the reasoning is that, 
“as a general rule,” service at nine a.m. of one day to 
appear at eleven a.m. of the next day is reasonable 
service; therefore the condition of “ reasonable service ”’ 
is fulfilled, and being fulfilled, the jurisdiction to hear 
without appearance is grounded; and that jurisdiction, 
being grounded, cannot be taken away by the “ addi- 
tional fact” that the service was not one which the de- 
fendant could in point of fact answer to. The question 
then is, whether “reasonable” does not mean, and 
ought not to mean, “ reasonable,” not as a general rule, 
and with reference to what may most ordinarily be ex- 
pected to occur, but reasonable with reference to what 
alone concerns the defendant, the particular circum- 
stances of the case. The recent decision, though it does 
not express this view, seems to be an authority for it, 
and to be in principle inconsistent with Jn re Williams. 
The view is as reasonable as the consequences of the 
other view are absurd and unjust; and it is certainly 
none too little, even in these days of exorbitant jurisdic- 
tion, to require that before a man is tried and sentenced 
in his absence for an alleged criminal offence, the justices 
should at least be at the pains of inquiring whether the 
circumstances are such as to give them good and sub- 
stantial reason to believe that the summons has in fact 
come to his knowledge. It may be worth while to recall 
the observation of Parke, J.,in Rex v. The Justices of 
Yorkshire, 5 B. & Ad. 667, equally applicable to justices 
out of sessions as in sessions: “They are the judges of 
what is reasonable notice, but not the sole judges, and 
therefore this court may interfere with their decision 
upon it. They are, by law, to hear appeals only on rea- 
sonable notice, of which we, as well as they, are judges.” 








The expenditure for courts of justice in the financial year 
ended the 31st of March last was £623,658 10s. 4d. 


In the action to recover damages for the burning of the 
Liverpool landing-stage, the jury have found a verdict for 
the Mersey Dock and Harbour Board »gainst the Liverpool 
Gas Company. The damages are to be settled by arbitra- 
tion, the amount claimed being £200,000. 





——————2 
PNautes. 


A Frence gury has found a murderer gu ilty withoy 
extenuating circumstances. The prisoner, who was 
Berges, a workman at Toulouse, shot and killed three meq 
in open daylight on the 24th of October last, and severely 
injured a fourth, finishing with a desperate attempt a 
suicide. The evidence given at the trial is interesting 
both from the point of view of English experience, anj 
also as showing that French juries do not on every oogg. 
sion grasp at the shadow of an extenuating circumstance, 
Berges’s own account in court was that he was induced t 
kill Naudy because he sent evil spirits to annoy him. Hg 
killed Lasbax because he found him talking with Naudy, 
Caussinius had once accused him of indecent behaviour 
towards a neighbour’s daughter ; and Vergnes had inter. 
fered with his poaching proclivities. He described his 
having been spell-bound by a beautiful woman, radiant as 
a princess, and said the night before he committed the 
murders he heard noises round his house, and heard the 
voice of Naudy as he dug with a pickaxe outside. He had, 
to cure himself of his malady, shaken hands with all his 
friends, in order, he said, to get rid of the venom. Forty. 
eight wituesses were examined, most of whom stated that 
Berges was not considered out of his mind, but that be 
was very passionate. Some, however, gave evidence that 
Berges had complained of violent headaches, and that he 
declared Naudy had sent evil spirits to torment him, 
Others testified that Berges shook hands with them ina 
strange way, and afterwards asked them what sensations 
they had felt. Five doctors accustomed to deal with 
lunatics declared Berges to be ont of his mind, and recom. 
mended his instant removal to an asylam. A sixth, who 
had examined him, sent an affidavit stating that if Berges 
was not mad, he had, at least, committed the crimes of 
which he was accused while in a state of high fever. The 
jary, as we have said, refased to be inflaenced by this 
evidence, and Berges was condemned to death. 


IN THE REcENT American case of Terry v. The Imperial 
Fire Insurance Company of London, it has been decided 
that foreign corporations are aliens, and, as such, entitled 
to have an action commenced against them in a State 
court removed into the United States Circuit Court. The 
action was commenced on a policy of insarance, and the 
defendants petitioned to have the cause sent to the Circuit 
Court, which was done, whereupon the plaintiff moved to 
have the cause remanded to the State court. The learned 
jadge said, ‘‘It is a question of no little moment, and 
one upon which there appear to be no reported cases 
directly in point. Its solution, however, is not difficult in 


the light of the several decisions of the Supreme Court, | 


establishing the right of corporate bodies of other States 
to litigate in the federal courts as if citizens of such other 
States. It has been repeatedly decided that 
a body corporate, organized under the laws of a 
State, is to be treated as a citizen of that State, 
so fur as the question of jurisdiction of this court 
is concerned. In other words, when a corporation is 
created by the laws of a State, the legal presumption 
is, that its members are citizens of that State; and a suit 
by or against a corporation in its corporate name must 
be conclusively presumed to be a suit by or against 
citizens of the State which created the corporate body: 
The Louisville, Cincinnati & Charleston Railroad Company 
v. Letson (2 How. 497) ; Marshall v. The Baltimore § Ohio 
Railroad Company (16 Ibid. 314) ; The Covington Drawbridge 
Company v. Shepherd (20 Ibid. 232) ; Ohio § Mississippi Rail- 
road Company v. Wheeler (1 Black, 286); Railway Com- 
pany v. Whitton (13 Wall. 270). If, then, it is conclasively 
presumed that the members of a corporation created by 
the laws of a State of this Union are citizens of that State, 
a@ priori, it follows that the members of a corporation 
created within the sovereignty of Great Britain and under 
the laws of that country are presumed to be citizens oF 
subjects of that kingdom. . . . Resting upon the analogy 
of these decisions, we hold, in this case, that the members 
of this insurance company, defendant, must be presw' 

to be subject to Great Britain, and, as such, entitled to 
bring their case to this court,” 
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Jna PaPER (printed in the Southern Law Review) on the 
#fimitations of Judicial Power,” Professor Emery Wash- 
porn, taking as his text the act of the United States 

me Court in overruling its own recent solemn ad- 
‘sdication as to the effect: of the ‘‘ Legal Tender Act,” con- 
siders the right of a court to overrule or reverse its own ad- 
‘ndications, whenever it shall see fit. We quote aportion 
of the closing paragraphs, which indicate very clearly the 
jniovs of the writer: ‘‘ We have thus far assumed that, 
jn matters of common law, as well as in construing statutes, 
the Supreme Court bas the power of overruling its former 
decisions, as incident to its very constitution as a court. 
Bot regarded as a court of appeal in tbe last resort, we 
have the analogy of the English House of Lords in denying 
to it this power of overruling and reversing its own former 
judgments. When made, they are the final acts of such 
court. Its ultimate power of revision and decision has 
been exercised and exhausted. And it would be difficult 
to show, by any course of reasoning, why this power 
should be any broader or less limited in the Supreme 
Court, as a court of last resort in the United States, than 
inthe House of Lords—the court of last resort in England. 
. . The very idea of having a court of last resort, with a 
power to correct the errors and mistakes of the inferior 
tribunals, goes far to sustain the doctrine, that the ruling 
of such court ought to be a final and conclusive declara- 
tion of what the law is, as much as a declaratory statute 
would be when passed with all due formality by the Legis- 
lature, and can only be changed, like other laws, by 
legislative action. If the question is an open one here, it 
is time it was put at rest.” 





Tae Albany Law Journal says that the Supreme Court of 
Tennessee has recently decided an important point in the 
law of suretyship, having held that the general rule 
whereby a discharge of the principal debtor releases the 
surety does not apply where a person sui juris guarantees 
the obligation of, or becomes surety for, a married woman, 
minor, or other person incapable of contracting. It appears 
that Nannie Moore became surety on the promissory note 
of Mrs. Randolpb, with knowledge that the latter was a 
feme covert ; and it was insisted that Nannie was not bound, 
because in Tennessee the married woman’s contract was 
void. But the court was of opinion that it did not follow 
that the contract of the surety was void because the prin- 
cipal contract was void, but that the coutract of the surety 
in this case, at least, was independent and binding, not- 
withstanding the discharge of the principal. Kerntel v. 
Newell (7 Hill, 118) and Jones v. Crosthwaite (17 Iowa, 393) 
were referred to, and the following authorities were cited 
in favour of the position of the court :—<4llen v. Beryhili 
(27 Iowa, 534); 1 Pars. on Notes and Bills, p. 244; 
Chitty on Contracts, p. 449, 
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THE OXFORD CIRCUIT. 


Taz following letter has appeared in the Zimes :— 
Sir,—Now that the business of the circuit for the Summer 
Assizes is finished, it seems a fitting time to examine the 
accuracy of a statement that lately appeared in the Times 
to the effect that at no place on the circuit except Stafford 
was there sufficient business to occupy the attention of two 
judges for three days. This statement, when it appeared, 
caused a general feeling of surprise among the bar of the 
circuit from its being entirely at variance with past ex- 
Perience. It remains to be seen whether it is one whit 
More applicable to the conditions of the present time. 

During the circuit that has just concluded ninety-three 
Causes were entered at the diffierent places, and it is not 
too much to say, speaking genorally, that the trial of 
these causes occupied the time of the two judges almost 
continuously throughout the period allotted to the assizes, 
At Reading the time allowed was insufficient, and both 
jadges worked into the commiesion-day at Oxford— 
that is to say, nearly three whole days. At Oxford 
there were nine causes, and the whole time was fully 
Consumed. At Worcester twenty-four causes were entered, 
and though of these twenty-one were actions arisin 
out of the same circumstances, yet different facts al 
different points were involved in each case, and the great 
Majority of them were made remanets ex necessitate, At 








Worcester, too, the judges wore aided by a commissioner, 
and the business Jasted till tha middle of the next commis- 
sion-day, thus tak'ng up more than threa whole days. At 
Stafford twenty causes were entered—a list by no means 
below the average, and though the calendar was lighter 
than usual both the judges were occupied throughout, 
Mr, Baron Pellock being, in fact, detained till a late 
hour of the commission-day at the next town. At 
Shrewsbury the business was exceptionally light, ard 
only two days were allotted for its disposal; bat ever 
here, though, owing to the indisposition of Mr. Justice 
Grove, there was a t2mopting opportunity for the single 
judge advocated by your correspondent, it was deemel 
advisable t> obtain the ail of a commissioner to bs 
secure against accidents, At Hereford, Mr. Justice Grove 
was still indisposed, but two commissioners worked at inter- 
vals in his plice, and yet ths business took up the three days 
s? thoroughly that the commission at Mon nouth had t» be 
opened by Mr. Henry Matthews, Q.C., and Mr. Baron 
Pollock was unable to get there till the following day. Sy, 
too, it was at Monmouth, where the work lasted till 
the middle of the fourth day, and finally at Gloucester, 
where, in spite of a calendar weak in the character 
of its cas-s, in spite of the aid of a commissioner, 
in spite of th: settlemant of sever:1 causes, the business 
lasted from the morniag of the 10th iast. up to midday 
of the 16th. Thus it would se3m to follow from this 
analysis that the stat»men: of yorr correspondent has 
been written wit: a too senguins pen, and that so far 
from the business of the Oxford Circuit being such 
that the preseice of a second judz» t>try the causes is a 
superiluity, the real question would seem to be whether, 
even with two judges, sufficient time is allowed at each place 
for the full and satisfa tory trial of the causes entered—in 
other words, whether what is wanted is, not fewer judze3, 
but more time.—I am, Sir, &c., A Barrister, 





—— 


General Caorresponvence. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal,]} 


Sir,—I am satisfied that the objections you have taken to 
the new scheme just issued by the Council of Law Reporting 
will be echoed by almost every member of the profession ; and 
it must be regretted, and it is strange, that before com- 
mitting themselves to their plan, the council did not 
take the trouble to inform themselves a little as to 
the opinions and wishes of those for whose benefit 
they profess tu exist, and who are in fact their customers. 
It is, however, still more strange that the editors, who must 
be more in contact with the general professional world, 
have been able to give no better advice to the central body. 

Your complaint that the appeal decisions are to be mixed 
with those of the courts of first instance is a most reasonable 
one, and the proposal is equally contrary to the spirit of the 
new Act, and to general expectation. ‘The only reason why 
at common law the decisions of the Exchequer Chamber have 
been hitherto reported in the series of the courts below was 
that the Exchequer Chamber was an intermittent court, and 
that appeals and errors were too few to fill a series of their 
own. These reasons have entirely vanished; there will, 
under the new system, be ample material for two volumes, 
the present volume of Chancery Appeals being usaally too 
thick ; and even if the material difficulties existed, the ad- 
vantages of knowing by the citation whether a decision be- 
longs to the Court ot Appeal, and of having the appeals from 
all courts brought together, would far outweigh any difficul- 
ties which are at all likely to be presented. Upon this point 
I really imagine there will hardly be a difference of opinion. 

But I should go farther, and ask why, when one system 
of practice and of law is to prevail throughout, are the re- 
ports to be still divided by the absolute partitions which 
have hitherto separated the courts? No doubt to unite the 
reports in a single series would excite some antiquated 
prejudices ; and courage is perhaps the last quality a cor- 
poration can be expected to display; but it will be hard to 
allege a reason for the course alopted by the council, unless 
it be that they fear the numbers of the series will rise too 
quickly, This may, perhaps, g> for something, though for 
my part it will hardly reconcile me to the plan. But how- 
ever this may be settled, we are at least entitled to have 
something different from the ludicrous title “ Mise. Div.” 
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given to the 5th division, a title which will surely make 
the wigs of the learned judges who preside in the division 
stand on end with horror. If nothing better can be found, 
T'would suggest that the reports of that division should be 
described by the more respectful name of ‘‘Compo.” 

It is not too late to re-examine the whole question; and 
it is greatly to be hoped that further consideration may 
modify the proposal now issued to the public. 

A SUBSCRIBER TO THE “Law REPORTS.” 








Obituarp. 


SIR EDWARD RYAN. 


The Right Hon. Sir Edward Ryan, Knight, F.R.S., 
First Civil Service Commissioner, and formerly Chief 
Justice of Bengal, died at Dover on Sunday last, in his 
eighty-second year, after a short illness. The deceased 
was the second son of the late Mr. William Ryan, and was 
born in 1793. He was educated at Trinity College, Cam- 
bridge, avd was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 1817. 
After only nine years’ practice at the common law bar 
and on the Oxford Circuit, he was appointed a puisne 
judge of the Supreme Court at Calcutta, and nine years 
later he became Chief Justice of Bengal, and received the 
honour of knighthood. He was very successful in the dis- 
charge of his judicial duties, and his courtesy and hospi- 
tality made him most popular in Calcutta. In 1843 he 
retired on a pension, and on his return to this country he 
was sworn a member of the Privy Council, and for many 
years sat at the Judicial Committee in the capacity of 
Indian assessor. He was a commissioner of railways for 
a short time, and was Assistant Controiler of the Exche- 
quer from 1851 till 1862. Sir E. Ryan was alsoa member 
of the first Civil Service Commission, and he devoted 
considerable attention to the organization of the system 
of competitive examinations, and since 1862 he has been 
First Civil Service Commissioner. In 1871 he succeeded 
the late Mr. Grote as Vice-Chancellor of the University 
of London, but resigned the post after three years’ 
tenure. Sir E. Ryan was most esteemed for his intellectual 
and social qualities, and he was for some time secretary 
to the Dilettanti Society. He was also, at the time of his 
death, a bencher of Lincoln’s-inn, and a member of the 
senate of the University of London, and of the council of 
University College, London. He was married toa daughter 
of the late Mr. William Whitmore, of Staffordshire, but 
was left a widower in 1866, 


MR. BENJAMIN BABINGTON. 


Mr. Benjamin Babington, barrister-at-law, died at Vevey, 
in Switzerland, on the 15th inst., at the age of fifty-seven. 
Mr. Babington was a son of the eminent physician, Dr. 
Babington, and was born in 1818. He was educated at St. 
Paul’s School, and at Trinity College, Cambridge, where he 
graduated B.A. in 1841,and M.A. in 1845. He was called 
to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1846, and was 
an equity draftsman and conveyancer. Mr. Babington was 
one of the earliest members enrolled in the Inns of Court 
Rifle Volunteer Corps, in which he held for several years a 
commission as lieutenant. He acted as secretary to the 
Land Tiansfer Commission. Mr. Babington had lo 
been suffering from a most painful pulmonary disease, an 
had sought relief in the climate of the South of France, He 
returned home a few months ago in slightly better health, 
but the improvement turned out to be only temporary. 
He was extremely popular with all his professional friends 
on account of his amiable and genial disposition, and his 
death will be generally lamented. 


MR. EDWARD WILLIAM BUNNY. 


Mr. Edward William Bunny, Registrar of the Supreme 
Court at Nelson, New Zealand, died at that place on the 
25th of May last, at the age of fifty-four. Mr. Bunny was 
the eldest son of the late Mr. Jere Bunny, of Speenhill, 
Newbury, solicitor, and was born in 1822. He was 
educated at Reading School, under Dr. Valpy, and at 
Oriel College, Oxford, where he graduated B.A. in 1842, 
He was afterwards articled to his father, and wae in due 





course admitted as a solicitor, though he never embarked 
in actual business for himself, for he emigrated to New 
Zealand, and was engaged for some time in farming. Ho 
was for several years examiner of titles at Nelson, ang 
more recently he was appointed Registrar of the Supreme 
Court at that place. Mr. Bunny was well known in the 
colony and was extremely popular. 


MR. THOMAS BLESS PUGH. 


Mr. Thomas Bless Pugh, for many years a solicitor in the 
City of London, died at his residence, Clapham-road, on the 
11th inst., ata very advanced age. Mr. Pugh was educated 
at Merchant Taylors’ School, and was admitted a solicitor 
in 1816, from which date till 1861 he carried on business gt 
Langbourne-chambers, Fenchurch-street. He was for many 
years ward clerk of Langbourne Ward, vestry clerk of the 
parish of St. Dinonys, Backchurch, and clerk to the Frame. 
work Knitters’ Company. He had a very large private 
practice, and was one of the court of assistants of the Mer. 
chant Taylors’ Company, in which he had served the usual 
rotation of offices, ending with that of master. Mr, Pugh 
was highly respected in the City of London. 


oe 


MR. CHARLES PEMBERTON. 


Mr. Charles Pemberton, solicitor, of Liverpool, died at 
Margate, on the 13th inst., at the age of sixty-four. The 
deceased was born in 1811, and was admitted a solicitor in 
1844, and had ever since been in practice at Liverpool, 
where he was widely known. He was a commissioner for 
taking affidavits in chancery, and had avery large criminal 
practice, and was also much employed in bankruptcy and 
county court business. His health had recently become 
80 bad that he was compelled to relinquish his profession, 
and he had determined to settle in the South of England. 








Appuinturents, Ete. 


Mr. Howarp Cuarzes Jones, solicitor, of 174, Black. 
friars-road, clerk to the guardians of the St. Saviour’s 
Union, has been appointed Superintendent Registrar for 
the St. Saviour’s District, in the place of the late Mr, 
James Joseph Blake. 


Mr. Roserr Witi1aM MERRI™MAN, solicitor (of the firm of 
Merrimans & Gwillim), of Marlborough, has been appointed 
by the Lord Lieutenant of Wiltshire to the office of Clerk 
of the Peace for that county, vacant by the resignation of 
his father, Mr, William Clark Merriman. Mr. R. W. 
Merriman was admitted in 1860, and is town clerk of 
Marlborough, and clerk to the Marlborough Highway 
Board. He has also been appointed Clerk to the Lieutenancy 
of Wiltshire in succession to Mr. Charles Henry Radcliffe, 
of Salisbury, who has resigned 


Mr. Witu1am Moon, solicitor, of 15, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, ° 


has been appointed a London Commissioner to administer 
Oaths in the Court of Common Pleas. 


Mr. SHarror Rosson, solicitor, of Gateshead, has been 
elected Clerk to the Gateshead Board of Guardians in the 
lace of Mr. William Joseph Browne, deceased. Mr. 
bson was admitted a solicitor in 1865, and is clerk to 
the borough magistrates at Gateshead. 


Mr. Cartes Smiru, solicitor, of Caistor, has been 
elected (without opposition) to the office of Coroner for the 
Caistor Division of Lincolnshire, in the place of his re- 
cently-deceased partner, Mr. George Marris. Mr. Smith 
was admitted a solicitor in 1823. 





Lord Cairns has issued his third and final report in the 


Albert Assurance Arbitration. The creditors of the ab- 
sorbed companies have been paid in full, and those of the 
Albert Company have received dividends amounting in the 
aggregate to 3s, 11}d. The costs of the arbitration, which 
hag spread over four years and three months, have beem 
£70,233 38. 34; while the costs in chancery, where the 
proceedings prior to the arbitration lasted a year and nine 
months, amounted to £71,668le, 7d. 
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Courts. 


THE RA ILWAY COMMISSION.* 


Jone 26,30; July 12.—Jones v. The North-Easiern Rail. 
tay Company. 
of rates—Mineral rates—The Regulation of Railways 
Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vict. c. 48), s. 14—Appeal refused. 

Anilway company arranged their mineral traffic into three 
districts, and in each district had a principal or central station 
atwhich the mineral rate-books were kept. No books of 
mineral rates were kepta any other stations, although many 
of such stations were close to large ironworks, quarries, and 
coal mines, and a very considerable traffic in coal was brought 
down by rail to the main line, and sent forward from such 
stations, or from sidings near them. ‘The mineral traffic from 
the local stations was charged and booked at the central sta- 
tions only. 

Held, that this arrangement was a contravention of section 14 of 
the Regulation of Railways Act, 1873, which requires a railway 
company to keep ‘at each of their stations a book or books 
showing every rate for the time being charged for the carriage 
of traffic, other than passengers and their luggage, from that 
station to any place to which they book,’”’ and that the obliga- 
tion to keep books of rates at the station from which the rates 
are charged attaches equally whether the booking is done 
there or elsewhere. 

Semble, that the words “ to which they book ’’ in section 14 of the 

tion of Railways Act, 1873, mean “to which they 
quote a rate.” 

To an application for an order requiring a railway company 
to distinguish in the rate-books kept at each of their stations 
how much of the rate was for the conveyance of the traffic on 
the railway and how much for other expenses, the railway 
company answered that the rates charged were mileage rates 
within their parliamentary powers, and were not made up of 


ate sums. 

Held. that an order to distinguish such rates should be made, as 
it did not follow that the whole of each rate was for convey- 
ance only, and that part was not for other expenses. 

Appeal refused. . 

This was an application for an order enjoining the North- 
Eastern Railway Company to keep rate-books pursuant 
to + 14th section of the Regulation of Railways Act, 
41873. 

The defendants formed all their mineral traffic into 
three districts. Each of these districts had a principal or 
central station at which the rates to be cherged, and the 
settlement of accounts for carriage of minerals, were dealt 
with, and from which the accounts for carriage were 
rendered direct to coal and mine owners using the line. 
No books of mineral rates were kept at any other 
‘ations, 

The applicant and other mine owners desired to see the 
rates for minerals at the stations from which such coal, 
&,, were carried to any place to which they were booked. 

The answer of the defendants was to the effect that the 
course adopted by them, of allowing their coal rates to be 
inspected at certain centres only, was most convenient for 
all parties, and within the spirit and intention of the 
statute ; and that mineral produce was conveyed from 
collieries, &c., along branches and sidings which in many 
cases did not belong to the defendants, and at which there 
Were no stations. 

Wills, Q.C., and Hill, for the applicants.—The Act of 
Parliament in specific language required the defendants to 
keep rate-books “ateach of their stations.’ It was not 
complied with by keeping rate-books at three only out of 
their 600 stations. The question of convenience could not 
enter into the case. The commissioners had decided in 
the case of Zhe Harborne Railway Company v. The 
London and North-Western Railway Company (see Nev. & 
Mac. Ry. Cas., vol. 2, pt. 1, p. 169), that for the purpose 
of coal traffic, coal sidings were ‘‘stations’’ within the 
‘meaning of the 14th section. Andin Bailey v. The London, 
Chatham, and Dover Raihvay Company (reported ante, p. 
302, and Nev. & Mac. vol. 2, pt. 1, p. 99), that a railway 
‘Company must distinguish how a rate was charged, 
although the rate was a lump sum rate made to compete 
With goods coming on other lines, and in fixing which the 
railway company had not had to consider what should be 
charged for the various items which go to make up an 


rate. 
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Philbrick, Q.C., and R. E. Webster, for the defendants, 
contended that the application was one of the merest tech- 
nicality, because the defendants had not fulfilled the 
letter of section 14. The object of the section was to 
secure that certain information should be afforded. This 
the defendants gave at stations where the traffic was really 
dealt with, and they had substantially complied with the 
statute. In the Harborne case the commissioners declined 
to say that every place where goods came upon the line 
must have a book of rates. 


The Court subsequently delivered th: following judg- 
ment :-— 

This is a complaint that the North-Eastern Railway 
Company do not keep books of mineral rates at their sta- 
tions at Brotton, Loftus, Eston, and Ferryhill. These sta- 
tions are close to many large ironworks and mines, and a 
very considerable traffic in coal, coke, ironstone, and other 
produce of the works is brought down by rail to the main 
line, and sent forward from the stations or from sidings 
near them. The rates at which this traffic is carried are 
not kept at the stations, and this is complained of as being 
contrary to the 14th section of the Regulation of Railways 
Act, 1873, which directs that every railway company shall 
keep at each of their stations a book showing every rate for 
the time being charged for the carriage of traffic from that 
station to any place to which they book, including any 
rates charged under any special contract, and that such book 
shall be open to the inspection of any person. 

The mineral traffic of the North-Eastern Company is in 
some respects conducted differently from other descriptions 
of their traffic. The rates for goods in general are kept at 
every station, and the list of them is always open to inspec- 
tion according to the Act, but as regards traffic in coal, 
coke, ironstone, and limestone—mineral traffic, in short— 
the company form all their stations, some 500 in number, 
into three groups, and keep the rates for the whole of each 
group at one principal station only. They have a Tyne and 
‘Wear, a South Durham and Cleveland, and a Yorkshire 
mineral district, and their stations at Newcastle, Darling- 
ton, and York are the centres of the three districts, and the 
only stations at which freighters and the public can learn 
anything about mineral rates, or are permitted to see the 
books in which they are entered. Brotton, Loftus, and 
Eston are in the Darlington group, and Ferryhill in the 
group represented by Newcastle. Ferryhill is twenty-seven 
miles from Newcastle, and Eston eighteen, and Brotton and 
Loftus over thirty miles from Darlington. 

These circumstances seem at first sight to make outa 
strong case in favour of the application. The opposition to 
it of the railway company is based on the grounds, that the 
section does not apply to rates for carriage where the com- 
pany do not carry from a station, but from the neighbour- 
hood of a station, as when they carry from a siding more or 
less removed from the actual station, nor again where they 
do not charge the rates at the forwarding station, but make 
them up and settle the account with the freighters at some 
other place on their line; and that, if the section does apply 
in such cases, it has effect given to it, considered in its true 
intent and spirit, by the books being kept at the central 
places of the trade. As to the first point it is one upon 

which we have already expressed our opinion. We decided 
‘nthe Harborne case that the circumstance of mineral or 
other traffic starting from a siding does not take the rates 
for carrying it out of the section under consideration, and 
that for the purposes of that section a siding is to be regarded 
as either a station of itself or as part of the nearest station 
to it from which general traffic is sent. In the present case 
the further objection is made that the mineral traffic is not 
booked or charged for at Brotton, Loftus, Eston, or Ferry- 
hillstations. It is explained in the company’s answer that 
under their arrangements for conducting this kind of traffic 
the business of their local station agents is with the quanti- 
ties only of the commodities carried, and at the arrival 
station only, and that the rates to be charged and the settle- 
ment of accounts for carriage are matters reserved to be 
dealt with at the principal station of the district. They 
point out that a rate-book ata station is to show every rate 
for the time being charged for the carriage of traffic from 
that station to any place to which th railway compan: 
book, and they say that the words “to which they book 
exclude from the section rates for traffic which is not booked 
at the station. But we do not think that they have that 





* Reported by W. H. Macnamana, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 
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they book” seem to us to mean “to which they quote a rate,” 
but even if they apply tothe booking and invoicing of 
traffic we find no direction inthe Act as to the place where 
such booking shall be done, and the obligation to keep rates 
at the station from which they are charged attaches equally 
whether the booking is done there or somewhere else. To 
determine the question whether a particular rate should or 
should not be entered in the books of a station the thing to be 
ascertained is this, Is ita rate which the company are charg- 
ing? If it is, the books should show it, and, as in the case 
before us mineral traffic is being carried at certain rates 
from the four stations named in the application, these 
rates ought to be ascertainable on the spot, and the means 
of inspecting them provided at the stations from which they 
are charged. There seems to be no practical difficulty in 
the way, because the question is not whether there shall be 
any publication at all, but where the publication shall be, 

and as the company keep books of all their mineral rates, 

and allow them to be inspected where they are kept, viz., at 
Newcastle, Darlington, or York, according to the district, 
they can carry out the Act by causing the contents of those 
books, supposing them complete, to be distributed among 
the different stations. 

But then it is said that ifthe Act is complied with in 
this sense, the convenience of the public will bs less con- 
sulted than it is at present, and in particular that they will 
lose the advantage of being able without any trouble to 
compare the rates from different stations, and to note any 
inequalities existiog between them. In our opinion, how- 
ever, the right of inspection being given, the place where 
it can be most usefully and conveniently exercised is the 
a for which the ratés are fixed and from which they are 

eing daily charged, but as to this part of the company’s 
answer it is sufficient to say that the matter must be 
governed by the Act, and that while it is within our 
authority to require a company to keep rates in the way 
the Act prescribes, we have none over any other mode of 
keeping them, however much recommended as a substitute 
or as expressing the spirit of the Act. 

Part of the case is an application for an order upon the 
North-Eastern Company to distinguish in the books at the 
four stations how much of each rate for coal, coke, iron- 
stone, or limestone is for conveyanee, and how much for 
other expenses, specifying the nature and detail of such 
other expenses. The answer of the company is that the 
rates are mileage rates within their parliamentary powers, 
and are not made up of separate sums. But it does not 
follow that the whole of each rate is for conveyance only, 
and that part is not for other expenses, and as we see no 
reason why we should refuse the application that, if other 
expenses are included, it may be shown how much of the 
rate is in respect of them, we shall make an order that this 
shall be done. 

The company must pay the complainants’ costs in the 
matter of mineral rates not being kept at each station. 


Philbrick, Q.C., afterwards applied for leave to appeal 
under section 26 of the Regulation of Railways Act, 1873, 
but this was refused by the commissioners on the ground 
that the question as to what constituted a station within 
the meaning of the Act was a question of fact depending 
upon the circumstances in the case, and one entirely for 
them to determine. 


Solicitors for the applicants, Van Sandan § Cumming, 
for Relk, Middlesborough. 
Solicitors for the defendants, Williamson, Hill, & Co. 








Leqal Ltens. 


At the Middlesex adjourned sessions on Monday, the 
assistant judge took the opportunity of saying that, with 
regard to the adjournment of the court over Thursdays and 
Saturdays, he had introduced no new practice. His 
predecessor never did sit at Clerkenwell on those days. He 
pointed out several advantages to be derived by the bar and 
the jury from there being no sitting on the two days in 
question ; and both the jury and the bar concurred in his 
remarks. 

A solicitor has been charged at the Mansion House with 
the common law misdemeanour of endeavouring to dissuade 








a person, who had been bound over to prosecute and give 
evidence against certain prisoners on a charge of felony at 
the last session of the Central Criminal Court, from 4g 
prosecuting and giving evidence. The case, after standi 
over, was again adjourned, and in default of sufficient bail 
the defendant was taken to Newgate. 


On the 11thinst., an Act received the Royal assent which 
among other things, provides for the appropriation of a fund 
in the Three per Cents, in the hands of the Governors of the 
Bounty of Queen Anne, to the judge appointed under the 
Public Worship Regulation Act, 1874, amounting to. 
£1,112 18s. 1d., in such proportions as the Archbishop of 
Canterbury, the Lord Chancellor, the Archbishop of York, 
and the Lord Chief Justice of England, or any three of them,, 
may°appoint, in order to provide a salary for the judge and: 
his clerk until such salaries are provided by Parliament. 


A letter has appeared in the Zimes which states that some 


{ evil-disposed persons are visiting the county court districts, 


creating fictitious debts of not more than 40s., and selecting 
for their victims persons of responsible positions in London 
or elsewhere. They then make false affidavits that the debt 
is due, that the defendant resides in a foreign district, and 
that the cause of action arose in that particular district in 
which the affidavit is made. The affidavits are made before 
the registrar, and the summonses consequently issue into 
the foreign district. If the defendant appears in court 
on the return day by attorney no appearance is made by 
the plaintiff or by any one on his behalf. Very often 
the defendant is deterred (from the expense which 
would be incurred in taking the journey to and from a 
distant place) from going into court, and lets the matter 
take its chance, when execution will follow in default of 
payment. 








Court Papers. 


ADDITIONAL RULES OF COURT UNDER 
THE SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE 
ACT, 1875. 

At the Court at Osborne House, Isle of Wight, the 12th 
day of August, 1875. Present, the Queen’s Most Excellent. 
Majesty in Council. 

Whereas, by an Act passed in the present session of 
Parliament intituled ‘An Act to amend and extend the 
Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873,’’ it is enacted that 
her Majesty may, at any time after the passing and before 
the commencement of the said Act, by Order in Council, 


made upon the recommendatien of the Lord Chancellor, the ~ 


Lord Chief Justice of England, the Master of the Rolls, the 
Lord Chief Justice of the Common Pleas, the Lord Chief 
Baron of the Exchequer, and the Lords Jastices of Appeal in 
Chancery, or any five of them, and the other judges of the 
several courts intended to be united and consolidated by the 

said principal Act as amended by the said Act, or of a. 
majority of such other judges, make any further or addi- 
tional rules of court for carrying the said principal Act and 

the said Act into effect, and in particular for all or any of 
the following matters, so far as they are not provided for by 
the rules in the Ist schedule tothe said Act ; that is to say, 
(1) For regulating the sittings of the High Court of Justice 
and the Court of Appeal, and of any divisional or other 
courts thereof respectively, and of the judges of the 
said High Court sitting in chambers; and (2) For regulat- 

ing the pleadings, practice, and procedure in the High Court 
of Justice and Court of Appeal ; and (3) Generally for regu- 

lating any matters relating to the practice and pro- 
cedure of the said courts respectively, or to the Juties of the- 
officers thereof or of the Supreme Court, or to the costs of 
proceedings therein : 

Now, therefore, her Majesty, in pursuance of the said Act, 
and by and with the advice of her Privy Council, and upon 
the recommendation of the Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief 
Justice of England, the Master of the Rolls, the Lord Chief 
Justice of the Common Pleas, the Lord Chiéf Baron of the 
Exchequer, and the Lords Justices of Appeal in Chancery, and 
a majority of the other judges of the several courts intended 
to be united and consolidated by the said principal Act as: 
amended by the said Act, is pleased to make and issue the 
additional rules of court following for the a oy 

. L, PEEL. 
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jopmonaL RULES OF Court under the Supreme Court of 
Judicature Act, 1875. 
OrvER 1. 
Where avy written deposition of a witness has been filed 
for use on & trial, such deposition shall be printed, unless 


otherwise ordered. 
OrveER 2, 


The rules of court as to printing depositions and affi- 
javits to be used on a trial shall not apply to depositions 
gd affidavits which bave previously been used upon any 
proceeding without having been printed. 


OrpER 3. 

Other affidavits than those required to be printed by 
qder 38, rule 6, in the schedule to the Supreme Court of 
Jndicature Act, 1875, may be printed if all the parties 
interested consent thereto, or the court or judge so 


order. 
OrpDER 4. 

The 3rd rule of the order 34, in the Ist schedule to the 
Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1875, shall apply to a 
mecial case, pursuant to the Act of 13 & 14 Vict. 
0, 35. 


OrpER 5. 

Where, pursuant to rules of court, any pleading, special 
case, petition of right, deposition, or affidavit is to be 
printed, and where any printed or other office copy thereof 
is to be taken, the following regulations shall be ob- 

1, The party on whose behalf the deposition or affidavit 
is taken and filed is to print the same in the manner 
provided by rule 2 of order 56 inthe 1st schedule to 
the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1875. 

9, To enable the party printing, to print any deposition, 
the officer with whom it is filed shall on demand de- 
liver to such party a copy written on draft paper on 
one side only. 

$. The party printing shall, on demand in writing, 
farnish to any other party or his solicitor any number 
of printed copies, not exceeding ten, upon payment 
therefor at the rate of 1d. per folio for one copy, and 
4d. per folio for every other copy. 

4, The solicitor of the party printing shall give credit 
for the whole amount payable by any other party for 
printed copies. - 

5. The party entitled to be farnished with a print shall 
not be allowed any charge in respect of a written 
copy, unless the court or judge shall otherwise direct. 

6, The party by or on whose behalf any deposition, affi- 
davit, or certificate is filed, shall leave a copy with 
the officer with whom the same is filed, who shall 
examine it with the original and mark it as an office 
copy ; such copy shall be @ copy printed as above 
provided where such deposition or affidavit is to be 
printed. 

7. The party or solicitor who has taken any printed 
or written office copy of any deposition or affidavit 
is to produce the same upon every proceeding to which 
the same relates. 

8, Where any party is entitled to a copy of any deposi- 
tion, affidavit, proceeding, or document filed or pre- 
pared by or on behalf of another party, which is not 
required to be printed, such copy shall be furnished 
by the party by or on whose behalf the same has been 
filed or prepared. 

9, The party requiring any such copy, or his solicitor, 
isto make a written application to the party by whom 
the copy is to be furnished, or his solicitor, with an 
undertaking to pay the proper charges, and thereupon 
such copy is to be made and ready to be delivered at 
the expiration of twenty-four hours after the receipt 
ofsuch request and undertaking, or within such other 
time as the court or judge may in any case direct, and 
isto be furnished accordingly upon demand and pay- 
ment of the proper charges. 

10, In the case of an ex parte application for an injano- 
tion or writ of ne excat regno, the party making such 
application is to furnish copies of the affidavits upon 
which it is granted upon payment of the proper 

es immediately upon the receipt of such written 
request and undertaking as aforesaid, or within such 
time as may be specified in such request, or may have \ 
been directed by the court. 





11. It shall be stated in a note at the foot of every affi- 
davit filed on whose behalf it is so filed, and such 
note shall be printed on ever7 printed copy of an affi- 
davit or set of affidavits, and copied on every office 
copy and copy furnished to a party. 

12. The name and address of the party or solicitor by 
whom any copy is furnished are to be indorsed thereom 
in like manner as upon proceedings in court, and such 
party or solicitor is to be answerable for the same 
being a true copy of the original, or of an office copy 
of the original, of which it purports to be a copy, as 
the case may be. 

13. The folios of all printed and written office copies, 
and copies delivered or furnished to a party, shall be 
numbered consecutively in the margin thereof, and 
such written copies shall be written in a neat and 
legible manner on the same paper as in the case of* 
printed copies. 

14. In case any party or solicitor who shall be required’ 
to farnish any such written copy as aforesaid shall 
either refuse or, for twenty-four hours from the time 
when the application for such copy has been made 
neglect to farnish the same, the person by whom suck 
application shall be made shall be at liberty to procure 
an office copy from the office in which the original 
shall have been filed, and in such case no costs shall 
be due or payable to the solicitor so making default 
in respect of the copy or copies so applied for. 

15. Where, by any order of the court (whether of appeal 
or otherwise), or a judge, any pleading, evidence, or 
other document is ordered to be printed, the court or 
judge may order the expense of printing to be borne. 
and allowed, and printed copies to be furnished by 
and to such parties and upon such terms as shall be 
thought fit. 

OrveEr 6. 

The following regulations as to costs of proceedings im 
the Supreme Court of Judicature shall regulate such costs 
from the commencement of the Supreme Court of Judica- 
ture Acts, 1873 and 1875 :— 

1, Solicitors shall be entitled to charge and be allowed 
the fees set forth in the column headed “lower scale” in 
the schedule hereto— 

Tn all actions for purposes to which any of the forms of 
indorsement of claims on writs of summons in sections 2 
4, and 7, in part 2 of appendix A., referred to in the 3rd 
rule of order 3, inthe schedule to the Supreme Court of 
Judicature Act, 1875, or other similar forms, are appli- 
cable (except as after provided in actions for injunctions) ; 

In all causes and matters by the 34th section of the 
Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873, assigned to the 
Queen’s Bench division of the court ; 

In all causes and matters by the 34th section of the 
said Act assigned to the Common Pleas division of the 
court, 

In all causes and matters by the 34th section of the said. 
Act assigned to the Exchequer division of the court ; 

In all causes and matters by the 34th section of the said 
Act assigned to the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty divi- 
sion of the court ; 

And also in causes and matters by the 34th section of the 
said Act assigned to the Chancery division of the court in 
the following cases (that is to say) :— 

1. By creditors, legatees (whether specific, pecuniary, or 
residuary), devisees (whether in trust or otherwise), 
heirs-at-law, or next-of-kin, in which the personal or 
real or personal and real estate for or against or in re- 
spect of which or for an account or administration of 
which the demand may be made shall be under the: 
amount or value of £1,000. 

2. For the execution of trusts or appointment of new 
trustees in which the trust estate or fund shall be under 
the amount or value or £1,000. 

3. For dissolution of partnership or the taking of partner- 
ship or any other accounts in which the partoership 
assets or the estate or fund shall be under the amount 
or value of £1,000. 

4. For foreclosure or redemption, or for enforcing any 
charge or lien in which the mortgage whereon the suit 
is founded, or the charge or lien sought to be enforced,. 
shall be under the amount or value of £1,000. 

5. And for specific performance in which the purchase- 
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money or consideration shall be under the amount or 
value of £1,000. 

‘€. In all proceedings under the Trustees’ Relief Actes, or 
under the Trustees Acts, or under any of such Acts, in 
which the trust estate or fund to which the proceeding 
relates shall be under the amount or value of £1,000. 

7. In all proceedings relating to the guardianship or 
maintenance of infants, in which the property of the 
infant shall be under the amount or value of £1 000. 

8. In all proceedings by origins] special case, and in all 
proceedings relating to funds carried to separate xc- 
counts, and in all proceedings under any railway or 
private Act of Parliament, or under any other statutory 
or summary jurisdiction, and generally in all other cases - 
‘where the estate or fund to be dealt with shall be under 
the amount or value of £1,000. 

2. Solicitors shall be entitled to charge and be allowed the 
‘fees set forth in the column headed ‘‘ higher scale” in the 
schedule hereto; in all actions for special injunctions to 
restrain the commission or continuance of waste, nuisances, 
breaches of covenant, injuries to property and infringement 
of rights, easements, patents and copyrights, and other 
similar cases where the procuring such injunction is the 
principal relief sought to be obtained, and in all cases other 
than those to which the fees in the column headed “ lower 
scale’’ are hereby made applicable. 

3. Notwithstanding these rules, the court or judge may 
in any case direct the fees set forth in either of the said two 
columns to be allowed to all or either or any of the parties, 
and as to all or any part of the costs. 

4, The provisions of order 63, in the Ist schedule to the 
— Court of Judicature Act, 1875, shall apply to these 
rules. 


The ScHEDULE above referred to. 
An order or rule herein referred to by number shall mean 
ithe order or rule so numbered in the first schedule to the 
Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1875. 


Writs, Summonses, and Warrants. 
Lower 
Scale. 
Writ of summons for the commencement £ s. d. 
of any action . . . . 
And for indorsment of claim, if special 
Concurrent writ of summons . ° 
Renewal of a writ of summons , ‘ 
Notice of a writ for service in lieu of writ 
out of jurisdiction . . 
Writ of inquiry : A ° 
Writ of mandamus or injunction . 
Orperfolio .  . .. o ‘ . 
Writ of subpoena ad testificandum or duces 
tecum . ‘ god ° ° 
And if more than four folios, for each folio 
beyond four . eee a ee 
Writ or writs of subpoena ad testificandum 
for any number of persons not exceeding 
three, and the same for every additional 
number not exceeding three ° - 0 
‘Writ of distringas, pursuant to statute 
5 Vict. c. 8 ; ‘ . ° . 013 4 
‘Writ of execution, or other writ to enforce 
any judgment or order . ‘ . 
And if more than four folios, for each 
folio beyond four : . ° . 
Procuring a writ of execution or notice to 
thesheriff, marked with a seal of renewal O 
Notice thereof to serve on sheriff -0 
Any writ not included in the above 0 
These fees include all indorsements 
and copies, or preecipes, for the officer 
sealing them, and attendances to issue 
or seal, but not the court fees. 
Summons to attend at judges’ chambers . 
Or if special, at taxing officer's discretion, 
not exceeding ; > ‘ . 
Copy for the judge, when required . 
Or per folio . ; : é ‘ ‘ 
Original summons for proceedings in 
chambers in the Chancery division 
And attending to get same and duplicate 
sealed, and at the proper office to file 
duplicate and get copies for service 
stamped . ‘ : é ‘ 


Higber 
Scale. 
£s.d. 
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Lower 
Scale, 
£e.d. 
Copy for the judge . 5 0 20 
Or per folio . . . . ° . 
Indorsed same and copies under 8th ru'e 
of the 35th of the Consolidated General 
Orders of the Court of Chancery -0 68 


Services, Notices, and Demands. 


Service of any writ, summons, warrant, 
interrogatories, petition, order, notice, 
or demand on a party who has not 
entered an appearance, and if not 
authorized to be served by post . . 

If served at a distance of more than two 
miles from the nearest place of business, 
or office of the solicitor serving the same, 
for each mile beyond such two miles 
therefrom. : . . ° ‘ 

Where, in consequence of the distance of 
the party to be served, it is proper to 
effect such service through an agent 
(other than the London agent), for cor- 
respondence in addition ai els . 

Where more than one attendance is 
necessary to effect service, or to ground 
an application for substituted service, 
such further allowance may be made as 
the taxing officer shall think fit. 

For service out of the jurisdiction such 
allowance is to be made as the taxing t 
officer shall think fit. 0 

Service where an appearance has been en- t 
tered on the solicitor or party - 0 

Or if authorized to be served by post 0 

Where any writ, order, and notice, or any 
two of them, have to be served togethers 
one fee only for service is to be allowed, ( 

In addition to the above fees, the fol- 
lowing allowances are to be made :— 

As to writs, if exceeding two folios, for copy 
for service, per folio beyond such two 0 

As to summons to attend at the judges’ 
chambers, for each copy to serve . . 0 

Or per folio . . ‘ a ‘ P 

As to notice in proceedings to wind up 
companies, for preparing or filling up 
each notice to creditors to attend and re- 
ceive debts, and to contributeries to settle 
list of contributories ° Me™ 

And for preparing or filling up each notice 
to contributories to be served with a 
general order for a call, or an order for 
payment of a call. F man 

And for drawing notice to be served on con- 
tuibutories or creditors of a meeting, per 
folio . ewe ° 7 ° . 0 

For each copy of the last-mentioned 
notice to serve, perfolio . 

For preparing or filling up for service in 
any other cause or matter, each notice 
to creditors to prove claims, and each ] 
notice that cheques may be received, 
specifying the amount to be received for 
principal and interest, and costs, if any 0 

For preparing notice to produce or admit, 
and one copy . . ° ° . 

If special or necessarily long, such allow- 
ance as the taxing officer shall think 
proper, not exceeding per folio > 

And for each copy beyond the first, such 
allowance as the taxing master shall 
think proper, not exceeding per folio . 

For preparing notice of motion . : 

Or per folio ° . . ‘ . ° 

Copy for service . J ° . 

Or per folio . . ° : ‘ 

For preparing any necessary or proper 
notice, not otherwise provided for and 
demand ; . ° $ . ° 

Or if special, and necessarily exceeding 
three folios, for preparing same, for 
each folio beyond three . eo 
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Lower Higher 
e. Scale. 


Aid for each copy for service, per folio £s.d. £58. d. 
md such three . . . .0040 04] Or per folio ee ee 
for service. of interrogatories and Statement of defence ‘ ° ° 
jtions, and of orders with necessary Or per folio é é ° ‘ é 
notices (if any) to accompany, per folio 0 04 0 0 4] Statement of defence and counter claim 
Except as otherwise provided, the allow- Orperfolio . . 
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ances for services include copies for Reply, with or without joinder of issue, 
i confession of defence, joinder of issue 


without other matter, demurrer, and any 
other pleading (not being a petition or 
summons), and amendmentsof any plead- 


service. 

Where notice of filing affidavits is re- 
quired, only one notice is to be allowed 
for a set of affidavits filed, or which 
ought to be filed together. 

In proceedings to wind up a company, the 
nsua!l charges relating to printing shall 
be allowed in lieu of copies for service, 
where the fee for copies would exceed 
the charges for printing, and amount 
to more than £3, 

Where any appointment is or ought 
to be adjourned, service of a notice of 
the adjournment, or next appointment, 
is not to be allowed. 

Appearances, 

Entering any appearance . ° . 

If entered at one time, for more than one 
aa for every defendant beyond the 

t 


‘Siecaee 2 . -0 10 


Ifa person appearing to a writ of summons 
to recover land limits his defence by his 
memorandum of appearance, in addition 
to the above . he Ae ake a 


Instructions. 
To sue or defend s : * > 
For statement of complaint . 6 e 
For statement or further statement o 
defence . P ’ ° ‘ ‘ 
Forcounterclaim . . P . é 
Forreply by plaintiff when defendant sets 
up a counter claim ° . 


For reply or further reply in any other case 


by plaintiff or other person, with or with- 
out joinder of issue. ° . . 
For confession of defence . ‘ 3 . 
For joinder of issue without other matter 
andfordemurrer . . ‘ Bs re 
For special case, special petition, any other 
leading (not being a summons), and 
interrogatories for examination of a party 
orwitness . . . erin fi 
Toamendany pleading . re ee 
For affidavit in answer to interrogatories, 
and other special affidavits . . 
Rs 8 Ot y3 ih) —\ he La 
To add parties by order of court or judge . 
Tor counsel to advise on evidence when the 
evidence in chief 1s to be taken orally 
Deemed = . bw eS 
For counsel to make any application to a 
court or judge where no other brief 
For brief on motion for special injunction 
For brief on hearing of trial of action upon 
notice of trial given, whether such 
trial be before a judge, with or without 
& jury, or before an official or special 
teleree, or on trial of an issue of fact be- 
fore a judge, commissioner, or referee, 
Or on assessment of damages . . ° 
For such brief, and for brief on the hear- 
* ing of an appeal when witnesses are to 
be examined or cross-examined, such fee 
may be allowed as the taxing officer 
shall think fit, having regard to all the 
circumstances of the case, and to other 
allowances, if any, for attendances on 
esses and procuring evidence. 
fees for instructions for brief are not 
wae to a hearing on further consid- 
nD, 


-0 68 


he 


i! 
_— O Cm a oo Co 
oo oon FRO ~ 


_ 
| a —) 


ing ‘ ° . ere 
Or per folio . ‘ ri . F 4 
Particulars, breaches, and objections, when 
required, and one copy to deliver . 
Or such amount as the taxing officer shall 
think fit, not exceeding per folio . i 
If more than one copy to be delivered, for 
each other copy per folio 4 2 
Special case, whether original or in action, 
affidavits in answer to interrogatories 
and other special affidavits, special peti- 
tions, and interrogatories, per folio 
Brief, on trial or hearing of cause, issue of 
fact, assessment of damages, examina- 
tion of witnesses, demurrer, special case 
and petition before a court or judge, 
sheriff, commissioner, referee, examiner, 
or officer of the court, when necessary 
and proper in addition to pleadings, in- 
cluding necessary and proper observa- 
tion, per folio ‘ . . ‘ . 
Brief on application to add parties . 


Or per folio . 


Brief on further consideration, per sheet of 
10 folios . 


Accounts, statements, and other docu- 


ments for the judges’ chambers, when 
required, and fair copy to leave, per 
ie ess, Paden Oe ete 
Advertisements to be signed by judges’ 
clerk, including attendance therefor 
Bill of costs for taxation, including copy 
for the taxing officer, per folio ° - 0 


Copies. 

Of pleadings, briefs, and other documents 
where no other provision is made, at per 
folio . ° : 2 ° 7 .0 

Where, pursuant to rules of court, any 
pleading, special case or petition of right, 
or evidence is printed, the solicitor of 
the party printing shall be allowed for a 
copy for the printer (except when made 
by the officer of the court), at pér folio. 0 

And for examining the proof print, at per 
folio . . ° ‘ ° : ° 

And for printing, the amount actually and 
properly paid to the printer, not 
exceeding per folio . ° ° . 

And in addition for every 20 beyond the 
first 20 copies, at per folio . 7 an 

And where any part shall properly be 
printed in a foreign language, or as 
a fac-simile, or in any unusual or 
special manner, or where any altera- 
tion in the document being printed be- 
comes necessary after the first proof, 
such further allowance shall be made as 
the taxing officer shall think reasonable. 

These allowances are to include all 
attendances on the printer. 

The solicitor for a party entitled to take 
printed copies shall be allowed, for 
such number of copies as he shall 
necessarily or properly take, the 
amount he shall pay therefor. 

In addition to the allowances for printing 
and taking printed copies, there shall 


Drawing Pleadings and other Documents. be allowed for such printed copies as 
Statement of claim . ° en % -0100 110 may be necessary or proper for the 
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(videlicet) :— . 

Of any pleading for delivery to the 
opposite party, or filing in default of 
appearance . . : ° 

Of any special case for filing. ° 

Of any petition of right for presentation, 
if presented in print, and for the 
solicitor of the Treasury, and service on 
any party . ° ° . . ° 

Of any pleading, special case, or petition 
of right for the use of the court or judge 

Of any affidavit to be sworn to in piiot 

And of any pleading, special case, petition 
of right, or evidence for the use of coun- 
sel in court, and in country agency 
causes when proper to be sent as a close 
copy for the use of the country solicitor, 
at perfolio . ° ; 5 : r 

Such additional’ allowances for printed 
copies for the court or judge, and for 
counsel, are not to be made where written 
copies haye been made previously to 
printing, and are not in any case: to be 
made more than once in the progress of 
the cause. 

Close copies, whether printed or written, 
are not to be allowed as of course, but 
the allowance is to depend on the pro- 
priety of making or sending the copies, 

_ Which in each case is to be shown and 
considered by the taxing officer. 

Inserting amendments in a printed copy of 
any pleading, special case, or petition of 
right, when not reprinted . 

Orperfolio . . . . 


. . 


. 


Pevusals, 

Of statement of complaint, statement of 
defence, reply, joinder of issue, demurrer, 
and other pleading (not being a petition 
or summons) by the solicitor of the 
party to whom the same are delivered . 

Or per folio . . ‘ ° . 

Of amendment of any such pleading in 
writing . ° ‘ ‘ 7 . 

Or per folio . ° ° 

If same reprinted . . 

Or per folio of amendmen ° 

Of interrogatories to be answered 
party by his solicitor 

Orperfolio . . . . . ‘ 

Of special case by the solicitor of any party 
except the one by whom itis prepared 0 6 8 

Or per folio Sahat Spain yt 

Of copy order to add parties, notice of de- 
fendant’s claim against any person not 
a party to the action under order 16, 
tule 18, and of defendant's statement of 
defence and counter claim served on a 
person not a party under order 22, rule 
6, by the solicitor of the party served 
therewith, and in these several cases 
the perusal of the plaintifi’s statement of 
complaint is also to be allowed unless 
the solicitor has been previously allowed 
such perusal . . Sear : OOo 

Orperfolio . . . ri etege 

Of notice to produce and notice to admit 
by the solicitor of the party served . 0 

Of affidavit in answer to interrogatories by 
the solicitor of the party interrogating, 
and of other special affidavits by the 
solicitor of the party against whom the 
same can be read, per folio é - 0 


by a 
< . 4o .. e 


68 


Attendances, 
To obtain consent of next friend to sue in 
his name . . = ; : - 0 
To deliver or file any pleading (not being 
@ petition or summons) and a special 
case : : 


. . . 
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documents pursuant to a notice to 
admit . . . . . . 

Or perhour . 7 . ° . . 0 

To examine and sign admissions 0 

To inspect, or produce for inspection, 
documents referred to in any pleading 
or affidavit, pursuant to notice under 
order 31, rule14. ‘ ° F ° 

Or perhour . ‘ . ° ° ° 

To obtain or give any necessary or proper 
consent . ° . . . . 

To obtain an appointment to examine wit- 
nesses eter . ; m 

On examination of witnesses before any 
examiner, commissioner, officer, or 
other person A ‘ és -013 4 

Or according to circumstances, not to ex- 
ood . + -« °  eiS2 

Or if without counsel, not to exceed. . 

On deponents being sworn, or by a 
solicitor or his clerk to be sworn, to an 
affidavit in answer to interrogatories 
or other special affidavit . ° F 

On a summons at judges’ chambers .0 

Or according to circumstances not to ex- 
ceed . . : . : . ‘ 

In the Chancery division, all allowances 
for attending at the judges’ chambers 
are to be fixed by the judge or chief 
clerk as heretofore. 

To file chief clerks’ and taxing masters’ 
certificates, and get copy marked as an 
office copy . 7 3 . ° ° 

On counsel with brief or other papers— 

If counsel’s fee one guinea ° 
If more and under five guineas. 
If five guineas and under twenty 

guineas . . ° ° : . 
If twenty guineas . . . 
If forty guineas or more suet Be 

On consultation or conference with counsel 

To enter or set down action, demurrer, 
special case, or appeal, for hearing or 
trial . ° ° ° + . 

In court on motion of course and on counsel 
and for order . : . . 

To present petition for order of course and 
for order - ° ° -0 68 0 

In court on every special motion, each day 0 6 8 

On same when heard each day ‘ .013 4 

Or according to circumstances . ‘ “1 20 

On demurrer, special case, or special peti- 
tion, or application adjourned from the 
judge’s chambers, when in a special 
paper for the day, or likely tobe heard 0 68 0100 

On same when heard se we) 6 O84 ee 

Or according to circumstances, not to ex- 
ceed “ ° ; ° Clee ° 

On hearing or trial of any cause, or matter, 
or issue of fact, in London or Middlesex, 
or the town where the solicitor resides or 
carries on business, whether before a 
judge with or without a jury, or commis- 
sioner, or referee, or on assessment of 
damages, when in the paper oe Oe 

When heard or tried . . . é -01 

Or according tocircumstances . P 

When not in London or Middlesex, nor in 
the town where the solicitor resides or 
carries on business, for each day (ex- 
cept Sundays) he is necessarily absent 2 20 3 30 

And expenses (besides actual reasonable 
travelling expenses) each day, in- 
cluding Sundays Boop Sg! pe ae 

Or if the solicitor has to attend on more 
than one trial or assessment at the 
same time and place, in eachcase .1 10 1116 

The expenses in such case to be rateably 
divided. 

To hear judgment when same adjourned 0 68 0 13 4 


0 
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0 
0 
0 
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Lower 


Oraccording to circumstances H 
) deliver papers (when required) for the 
nge of a judge prior to a hearing . 0 
Ifmore than one judge . ° ' 0 
Qn taxation of a bill of costs . . - 0 
2 


Or according to circumstances, not to ex- 


fn causes for purposes within the cogni- 

gance of the Court of Chancery before 

the Act passed, such further fee as the 

taxing officer may think fit, not exceed- 

ing the allowances heretofore made. 
fo obtain or give an undertaking to ap- 

pear. : , - 2 -0 68 
Jo present a special petition, and for 

game answered . e A e -0 68 
Qn printer to insert advertisement in 

Gazette . : ° ‘ -0 68 
(On printer to insert same in other papers, 

each printer . . . . _=— 
Orevery two . , ; é A -0 68 
On registrar to certify that a cause set 

down is settled, or for any reason not 

to come into the paper for hearing .0 68 
For an order drawn up by chief clerk, 

and to get same entered * . 
On counsel to procure certificate that 

cause proper to be heard as a short 

cause, and on registrar to mark same . 0 6 8 
To mark conveyancing counsel or taxing 

master . ° . : -0 68 
For preparing and drawing up an order 

made at chambers in proceedings to 

wind up @ company and attending for 

same, and to get same entered . -013 4 
And for engrossing every such order, per 

folio . ° . . ° : ° 

Note.—An order of course means an 
order made on an ex parte application, 
and to which a party is entitled as of 
right on his own statement and at hig 
own risk. 


68 


04 


Oaths and Exhibits, 


Commissioners to take oaths or affidavits. 
For every oath, declaration, affirmation, 
or attestation upon honour, in London 
orthe country . ° A ‘ .0 16 
The solicitor for preparing each exhibit 
in town or country A . F -0 10 
Thecemmissioner for marking each ex- 
ibi -0 10 


it . ° ° . e 
Term Fees. 


Forevery term commencing on the day 
the sittings in London and Middlesex 
of the High Court of Justice commence, 
and terminating on the day preceding 
the next such sittings, in which a pro- 
ceeding in the cause or matter by or 
affecting the party, other than the 
issuing andserving the writ of summons, 
shall take place . ° : - .0150 

And forther, in country agency causes or 
matters, for letters ° _ . -0 60 

ere no proceeding in the cause or 
matter is taken which carries ® term 
fee, a charge for letters may be allowed, 
if the circumstances require it. 

In addition to the above an allowance is 
tobe made for the necessary expense 
of postages, carriage, and transmission 
of documents. 


Special Allowances and General Provisions. 


Higher 
Scale, 
£8. d. 
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0 68 
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0 68 
0 68 


0 68 
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004 
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010 
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0 60 


1, As to writs of summons requiring special indorsement, 
original special cases, pleadings and affidavits in answer to 
interrogatories, and other special affidavits, when the higher 
scale is applicable, the taxing officer may, in lieu of the 
allowances for instructions and preparing or drawing, make 
such allowance for work, labour, and expenses in or about 








the preparation of such documents as in his discretion he 
may think proper. 

2. As to drawing any pleading or other document, the 
fees allowed shall include any copy made for the use of the 
solicitor, agent, or client, or for counsel to settle. 

3. As to instructions to sue or defend, when the higher scale 
is applicable, if in consequence of the instructions being 
taken separately from more than three persons (not being 
co-partners) the taxing officer shall consider the fee above 
provided inadequate, he may make such further allowance 
as he shall in his discretion consider reasonable. 

4, As to affidavits, when there are several deponents tO 
be sworn, or it is necessary for the purpose of an affidavit 
being sworn to go to a distance, or to employ an agent, 
such reasonable allowance may be made as the taxing 
Officer in his discretion may think fit. 

5. The allowances for instructions and drawing an affi- 
davit in answer to interrogatories and other special affida- 
vits, and attending the deponent to be sworn, include all 
attendances on the deponents to settle and read over. 

6. As to delivery of pleadings, services, and notices, the 
fees are not to be allowed when the same solicitor is for 
both parties, unless it be necessary for the purpose of 
making an affidavit of service. 

7. As to perusals, the fees are not to apply where the 
same solicitor is for both parties. 

8. As to evidence, such just and reasonable charges and 
expenses as appear to have been properly incurred in pro- 
curing evidence and the attendance of witnesses are to be 
allowed. 

9. As to agency correspondence, in country agency 
causes and matters, if it be shown to the satisfaction of 
the taxing officer that such correspondence has been special 
and extensive, he is to be at liberty to make such special 
allowance in respect thereof as in his discretion he may 
think proper. 

10. As to attendances at the judge’s chambers, where, 
from the length of the attendance, or from the difficalty of 
the case, the judge or master shall think the highest of 
the above fees an insufficient remuneration for the services 
performed, or where the preparation of the case or matter 
to lay it before the judge or master in chambers, or on & 
summons, shall have required skill and labour for which 
no fee has been allowed, the judge or master may allow 
such fee in lieu of the fee of £1 1s. above provided, not 
exceeding £2 2s. or where the higher scale is applicable 
£3 3s., or in proceedings to wind up a company £5 5s., as 
in his discretion he may think fit; and where the prepara- 
tion of the case or matter to lay it before a judge at 
chambers on a summons shall have required and received 
from the solicitor such extraordinary skill and labour 
as materially to conduce to the satisfactory and speedy 
disposal of the business, and therefore shall appear to 
the’ judge to deserve higher remuneration than the 
ordinary fees, the judge may allow to the solicitor, by a 
memorandum in writing expressly made for that purpose 
and signed by the judge, specifying distinctly the grounds 
of such allowance, such fee, not exceeding ten guineas, as in 
his discretion he may think fit, instead of the above fees of 
£2 2s., £3 3s., and £5 5s. 

11. As to attendances at the judges’ chambers, where by 
reason of the non-attendance of any party (and it is not 
considered expedient to proceed ex parte), or where by 
reason of the neglect of any party in not being prepared with 
any proper evidence, account or other proceeding, the 
attendance is adjourned without any useful progress bein 
made, the judge may order such an amount of costs (if any 
as he shall think reasonable to be paid to the party attend- 
ing by the party so absent or neglectful, or by his solicitor 

rsonally ; and the party so absent or neglectful is not to 
os allowed any fee as against any other party, or any estate 
or fund in which any other party is interested. 

12. A folio is to comprise seventy-two words, every figure 
comprised in a column being counted as one word. 

13. Sach costs of procuring the advice of counsel on the 
pleadings, evidence, and proceedings in any cause or 
matter as the taxing officer shall in his discretion think 
just and reasonable, and of procuring counsel to settle 
such pleadings and special affidavits as the taxing officer 
shall in his discretion think proper to be settled by counsel, 
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are to be allowed; but as to affidavits, a separate fee is 
not to be allowed for each affidavit, but one fee for all the 
affidavits proper to be so settled, which are or ought to be 
filed at the same time. 

14. As to counsel attending at judges’ chambers, no 
costs thereof shall in any case be allowed, unless the judge 
certifies it to be a proper case for counsel to attend. 

15. As to the inspection of documents under order 31, 
rule 14, no allowance is to be made for any notice or in- 
Bpection, unless it is shown to the satisfaction of the taxing 
officer that there were good and sufficient reasons for 
giving such notice and making such inspection. 

16. As to taking copies of documents in possession of 
another party, or extracts therefrom, under rules of court 
or any special order, the party entitled to take the copy 
or extract is to pay the solicitor of the party producing 
the document for such copy or extract as he may, by 
writing, require, at the rate of 4d. per folio; and if the 
solicitor of the party producing the document refases or 
neglects to supply the same, the solicitor requiring the 
copy or extract is to be at liberty to make it, and the soli- 
citor for the party producing is not to be entitled to any 
fee in respect thereof. 

17. Where a petition in any cause or matter assigned 
to the Chancery division is served, and notice is given to 
the party served that in case of his appearance in court 
his costs will be objected to, and accompanied by a tender 
of costs for perusing the same, the amount to be tendered 
shall be £2 2s. The party making such payment shall be 
allowed the same in his costs, provided such service was 
proper, but not otherwise; but this order is without pre- 
jadice to the rights of either party to costs, or to object 
to costs where no such tender is made, or where the court 
or judge shall consider the party entitled, notwithstanding 
such notice or tender, to appearin court. In any other 
case in which a solicitor of a party served necessarily or 
properly peruses any such petition without appearing 
thereon, he is to be allowed a fee not exceeding £2 2s. 

18. The court or judge may, at the hearing of any cause 
or matter, or upon any application or proceeding in any 
cause or matter in court or at chambers, and whether the 
same is objected to or not, direct the costs of any pleading, 
affidavit, evidence, notice to cross-examine witnesses, 
account, statement, or other proceeding, or any part thereof, 
which is improper, unnecessary, or contains unnecessary 
matter, or is of unnecessary length, to be disallowed, or 
may direct the taxing officer to look into the same and to 
disallow the costs thereof, or of such part thereof as he 
shall find to be improper, unnecessary, or to contain 
unnecessary matter, or to be of unnecessary length ; and in 
such case the party whose costs are so disallowed shall pay 
the costs occasioned to the other parties by such unnecessar 
proceeding, matter, or length; and in any case where suc 
question shall not have been raised before and dealt with 
by the court or judge, the taxing officer may look into the 
same (and, as to evidence, although the same may be 
entered as read in any decree or order) for the purpose 
aforesaid, and thereupon the same consequences shall ensue 
as if he had been specially directed to do so. 


19, In any case in which, under the preceding rule No, 
18, or any other rule of court, or by the order or direction 
of a court or judge, or otherwise, a party entitled to receive 
costs is liable to pay costs to any other party, the taxing 
officer may tax the costs such party is so Hable to pay, and 
may adjust the same by way of deduction or set off, or may, 
if he shall think fit, delay the allowance of the costs such 
party is entitled to receive until he has paid or tendered the 
costs he is liable to pay ; or such officer may allow or certify 
the costs to be paid, and the same may be recovered by the 
party entitled thereto in the same manner as costs ordered 
to be paid may be recovered. 

20. Where in the Chancery division any question as to 
any costs is under the preceding rule 18 dealt with at 
chambers, the chief clerk is to make a note thereof, and 
state the same on his allowance of the fees for attendances 
at chambers, or otherwise as may be convenient for the 
information of the taxing officer. 

21. Where any party appears upon any application or 
proceeding in court or at chambers, in which he is not 
interested, or upon which, according to the practice of the 


court, he ought not to attend, he is not to be allowed any 
costs of such application unless the court or judge shal} 
expressly direct such costs to be allowed. 

22. As to applications to extend the time for taking 
proceeding limited by rules of court (subject to any es 
order as to the costs of and occasioned by any such applie. 
cation), the costs of one application are, without gs 
order, to be allowed as costs in the cause or matter, 
(unless specially ordered) no costs are to be allowed of 
further application to the party making the same ag 
against any other party, or any estate or fuud in whigh 
any other party is interested. 

23, The taxing officers of the Supreme Court, or of 
division thereof, shall, for the purpose of any proceeding 

before them, have power and authority to administer oaths, 
and shall, in relation to the taxation of costs, perform al} 
such duties as have heretofore been performed by any of the 
masters, taxing masters, registrars, or other officers of 
of the courts whose jurisdiction is by the Act transferred to 
the High Court of Justice or Court of Appeal, and shall, in 
respect thereof, have such powers and authorities as pre- 
vious to the commencement of the Act were vested in any 
of such officers, including examining witnesses, directing 
production of books, papers, and documents, m 
separate certificates or allocaturs, requiring any party to 
be represented by a separate solicitor, and to direct and 
adopt all such other proceedings as could be directed and, 
adopted by any such officer on references for the taxation 
of costs, and taking accounts of what is due in respect of 
such costs, and such other accounts connected therewith 
as may be directed by the court or a judge. 

24, The taxing officer shall have authority to arrange 
and direct what parties are to attend before him on the 
taxation of costs to be borne by a fand or estate, and to 
disallow the costs of any party whose attendance such 
officer shall in his discretion consider unnecessary in cone 
sequence of the interest of such partyin such fund or 
estate being small or remote, or sufficiently protected by 
other parties interested. 

25. When any party entitled to costs refuses or neglects 
to bring in his costs for taxation, or to procure the same to 
be taxed, and thereby prejudices any other party, the tax- 
ing officer shall be at liberty to certify the costs of the 
other parties, and certify sach refusal or neglect, or may 
allow such party refusing or neglecting a nominal or 
other sum for such costs, so as to prevent any other 
party being prejudiced by such refusal or neglect. 


26. As to costs to be paid or borne by another party, no 
costs are to be allowed which do not appear to the taxing 
officer to have been necessary or proper for the attainment 
of justice or defending the rights of the party, or which ap- 
pear to the taxing officer to have been incurred through 
over-caution, negligence, or mistake, or merely at the desire 
of the party. 


27. As to any work and labour properly performed and 
not herein provided for, and in respect of which fees have 
heretofore been allowed, the same or similar fees are to be 
se for such work and labour as have heretofore been 
allowed. 


28, The rules, orders, and practice of any court whose 
jurisdiction is transferred to the High Court of Justice or 
Court of Appeal, relating to costs, and the allowance of the 
fees of solicitors and attorneys, and the taxation of costs, ex- 
isting prior to the commencement of the Act, shall, in so 
far as theyare not inconsistent with the Act, andthe rules 
of court in pursuance thereof, remain in force and be ap- 
plicable to costs of the same or analogous proceedings, and to 
the allowance of the fees of solicitors of the Supreme Court 
and the taxation of costs in the High Court of Justice and 
Court of Appeal. 


29. As to all fees or allowances which are discretionary, 
the same are, unless otherwise provided, to be allowed at the 
discretion of the taxing officer, who, in the exercise of such 
discretion, is to take into consideration the other fees and 
allowances to the solicitor and counsel, if any, in respect 0 
the work to which any such allowance applies, the nature 
and importance of the cause or matter, the amount involved, 
the interest of the parties, the fund or persons to bear 

eosts, the general conduct and costs of the proceedings, 





all other circumstances, 
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“p Any party who may be dissatisfied with the allow- 
sooo of disallowance by the taxing offiver, in any bill of 
conta taxed by him, of the whole or any part of any item or 
sama may, ab any time before the certificate or allocatur 
+, ined, deliver to tho other party interested therein, and 
in before the taxing officer, an objection in writing 
jogueh allowance or disallowance, specifying therein by a 
jst, ina short and concise form, the item or items, or 
or part thereof, objected to, and may thereupon apply 
io the taxing officer to review the taxation in respect of 
the same. ee 
$1. Upon such application the taxing officer shall re- 
ider and review his taxation upon such objections, and 
pemay, if he shall think fit, receive further evidence in 
thereof, and, if so required by either party, he 
shall state either in his certificate of taxation or allocatur, 
ot by reference to such objection, the grounds and reasons 
of his decision thereon, and any special facts or circum- 
stances relating thereto. 
$2, Any party who may be dissatisfied with the certifi- 
ate or allocatur of the* taxing officer, as to any item or 
of an item which may have been objected to as afore- 
mid, may apply toa judge at chambers for an order to 
review the taxation as to the same item or part of an item, 
and the judge may thereupon make such order as to the 
judge may seem just; but the certificate or allocatur of 
the taxing officer shall be final and conclusive as to all 
matters which shall not have been objected to in manner 
aforesaid. 
$3. Such application shall be heard and deter- 
nined by the judge upon the evidence which shall 
have been brought in before the taxing officer, and no further 
evidence shall be received upon the hearing thereof, unless 
the judge shall otherwise direct. 
$4. When a writ of summons for the commencement of an 
action shall be issued from a district, and when an action 
proceeds in a district registry, all fees and allowances, and 
miles and directions relating to costs, which would be ap- 
plicable to such proceedings if the writ of summons were 
issued in London, and if the action proceeded in London, 
shall apply to such writ of semmons issued from and other 
peace in the district registry. 
Joun MELtor. 
Rost. Lusu. 
Ww. Bationt Brerr. 
A, CiEassy. 
W. R. Grove. 
J. R. Quan. 
JAMES HANNEN. 
C. E. Pottock. 
W. V. Frevp. 
J. W. Huppreston. 
Naruaniet Linpiey. 


Carrns, C. 

A. E. Cocksurn. 
G. JESSEL. 
CoLERIDGE. 
Firzroy Ketty. 
W. M. James. 
Grorce MELLIsH. 
Ricup. Mains. 
JAMES Bacon. 
Cuar.es Hatt. 

G. BraMwELu. 
Cotin BLackBurRN. 





APPOINTMENT OF DISTRICT REGISTRARS. 


At the court at Osborne House, Isle of Wight, the 12th 
day of August, 1875. Present, the Queen’s Most Excellent 


Unjesty in Council. 
., Whereas, by the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873, 
itisenacted that it shall be lawful for her Majesty, by 
in Council, from time to time to direct that there 
shall be district registrars in such places as shall be in such 
onder mentioned for districts to be thereby defined, from 
Which writs of summons for the commencement of actions 
in the High Court of Justice may be issued, and in which 
such proceedings may be taken and recorded as are herein- 
after mentioned ; and her Majesty may thereby appoint 
any registrar of any county court, or any registrar 
or prothonotary or district prothonotary of any local court 
whose jurisdiction is hereby transferred to the said High 
of Justice, or from which an appeal is hereby given 
to the said Court of Appeal, or any person who, having 
district registrar of the Court of Probate, or of the 
\dmiralty Court, shall, under this Act, become and be a 
district registrar of the said High Court of Justice, or who 
hereafter be appointed such district registrar, shall 
br may be a district registrar of the said High Court for 
Purpose of issuing such writs as aforesaid, and having 


such proceedings taken before him as are hereinafter 
mentioned : 

And whereas, by the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 
1875, it is provided that where any such order has been 
made, two persons may, if required, be appointed to 
perform the duties of district registrar in any district named, 
in the order, and such persons shall be deemed to be joint 
district registrars, and shali perform the said duties in 
such manner as may from time to time be directed by the 
said order, or any Order in Council amending the same : 

And whereas it has seemed fit to her Majesty, by and 
with the advice of her Privy Council, that there should be 
district registrars in certain places in England: Now, 
therefore, her Majesty, by and with the advice aforesaid, 
is pleased to order, and it is hereby ordered, as follows: 

That there shall be district registrars in the places of 
Liverpool, Manchestet, and Preston, and the district 
registrar at Liverpool of the High Court of Admiralty, and 
the district prothonotary at Liverpool of the Court of 
Common Pleas at Lancaster, shall be and are hereby ap- 
pointed the district registrars in Liverpool; and the dis- 
trict prothonotary at Manchester of the said Court of 
Common Pleas shall be and is hereby appointed the dis- 
trict registrar in Manchester; and the district prothono< 
tary at Preston of the said Court of Common Pleas shall 
be and is hereby appointed the district registrar at 
Preston; and that the district for each such place shall be 
the district now assigned to each such district prothono- 
tary, under the provisions and authority of “ The Common 
Pleas at Lancaster Amendment Act, 1869.” 


That there shall be a district registrar in Durham, and 
that the district prothonotary of the Court of Pleas at 
Durham shall be and is hereby appointed the district 
registrar in Durham ; and that the district shall be the 
district, for the time being, of the county court holden at 
Durham. 


That, in the places mentioned in the schedule annexed, 
there shall be district registrars, and that the registrar of 
the county court held in any such place shall be and is 
hereby appointed the district registrar in such place, and 
that the district for each such place shall be the district, 
for the time being, of the county court holden at such 
place. C. L. PFEL. 


ScHEDULE. 





Bangor. 
Barnsley. 
Barnstaple. 
Bedford. 
Birkenhead. 
Birmingham. 
Boston. 
Bradford. 
Bridgewater. 
Brighton. 
Bristol. 


Bury St. Edmunds. 


Cambridge. 
Cardiff. 
Carlisle. 
Carmarthen. 
Cheltenham. 
Chester. 
Colchester. 
Derby. 
Dewsbury. 
Dover. 
Dorchester. 
Dudley. 

East Stonehouse. 
Exeter. 
Gloucester. 
Great Grimsby. 
Great Yarmouth. 
Halifax. 
Hanley. 
Hartlepool. 
Hereford. 
Huddersfield. 
Ipswich, 


Kingston-on-Hull. 
Kings Lynn. 
Leeds. 

Leicester. 
Lincoln. 
Lowestoft. 
Maidstone. 
Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
Newport, Monmouth. 
Newport, Isle of Wight. 
Newtown. 
Northampton. 
Norwich, 
Nottingham. 
Oxford. 
Pembroke Docks. 
Peterborough. 
Poole. 
Portsmouth. 
Ramsgate. 
Rochester. 
Sheffield. 
Shrewsbury. 
Southampton. 
Stockton-on-Tees. 
Sunderland. 
Swansea. 

Totnes. 

Truro. 

Wakefield. 
Walsall. 
Whitehaven. 
Wolverhampton. 
Worcester. 

York. 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Aug. 27, 1875. 
Annuities, April, 85, 9} 
Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
Ex Bills, £1000, 24 per Ct. 11 pm 
Ditto, £500, Do, 11 pm 
Ditto, £100 & £200, 11 pm, 
Bank of England Stock, 5 per 
Ct. (last half-year), 258 
Ditte or Account, 


3 per Cent, Consols, 94§ 
Ditto for Account, Sept, 943 
3 per Cent. Reduced, 95 
New 3 per Cent., 95 

Do, 34 perCent., Jan, "94 
Do. 24 perCent., Jan. ’94 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan.’73 
Annuities, Jan,’80— 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES, 


Ditto 5perCent.,July,’80, 1084 ) Ditto,54 per Cnt., May,’79 99 
Dittofor Account, — Ditto Debentures, 4 per Cent, 
Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct. 88, 106} April, ’64 

Ditto, ditto, Certificates — Do.Do,5 per Cent., Aug. 73 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr.,4 per Cent.92 | Do, Bonds, 4 per Cent. £1000 
Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’72 Ditto, dittc, under £1000 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. -|Closing Price. 





Stock/ Bristol and Exeter 
Stock) Caledoni H 
Stock Glasgow and South-Western ......00..006 ceceee 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock escccccssessrsers| | 
Stock Great Northern 
MOROG] 0p WBLOGEN o vasiscen sscececosavajascaovessnsvnars 
Stock/Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Stock Great Western—Original............ 

Stock! Lancashire and Yorkshire 

Stock) London, Brighton, and South Coast... 

Stock| London, Chatham, and Doverie.s..0.+ 
Stock|London and North-Western ... 

Stock! London and South WesterN.......s+00008 

Stock| Manchester, Sheffleld, and Lincoln .....s000 
Stock | Metropolitan ! 
Stock) Do., District eee 
Stock | Midland..........s000 

Stock North British 
Stock 
Stock 


























North Eastern 
North London 
Stock} North Staffordshire 
Stock|South Devon 
Stock/South-Eastern ............. 

















Pereretrer ee 





* A receives no dividend uatil 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 


Money MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE. 


Money continues most abundant, and the proportion of 
the Bank reserve to liabilities is now at 55} per cent. 
In the open market the rate for the best bills at two and 
three months is 1} to 1j per cent. There has been a re- 
bound in the prices of some of the foreign stocks. Rail- 
ways during the week maintained their advanced prices, 
and left off particularly strong on the announcement of the 
North British Railway dividend of 4 per cent. against 
nil for the corresponding period of last year. Consols for 
money and the account closed at 943 to 94. 








BIRTHS AND MARRIAGES. 


BIRTHS, 

Byrnze—Aug. 19, at 13, The Lorne, Balham, the wife of E- 
Widdrington Byrne, barrister-at-law, of a son. 

CHAMBERS—Aug. 24, at Northfield, Eastbourne, the wife of G. 
F. Chambers, barrister-at-law, of a son, stillborn. 

Girrarp—Aug. 25, at 99, Gloucester-place, Portman-square, 
the wife of Hardinge Giffard, Q.C., of a daughter. 

Ma.m—Aug. 23, at the West Pallant, Chichester, the wife 
of Frederick John Malim, solicitor, of a son. 

MarspEen—Aug. 21, at 6, Howick-place, Westminster, the 
wife of Reginald Godfrey Marsden, barrister-at-law, of a 
daughter. 

Rozertson—Aug. 12, at Peterhead, Aberdeenshire, the wife 
of Robert Robertson, solicitor, of a daughter. 

Smiru—Aug. 18, at 57, Onslow-gardens, South Kensington, 
the wife of Lumley Smith, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 
Woorer—Aug. 16, at 1, Elton-terrace, Darlington, the wife 

of Edward Wooler, solicitor, of a son. 
MARRIAGES. 
Cray—Curisty—Aug. 19, at the parish church, Roxwell, 
William Henry Clay, of the Middle Temple, barrister-at- 


law, to Charlotte Mary, second daughter of James Christy, 
of Boynton Hall, Chelinsford. 


=——= 

HanHART—ANDERSON—Aug. 24, at St. Saviour’s Chang, 
South Hampstead, Nicholas Hanhart, 22, Steele’s-rvad, Hane 
stock-hill, London, N.W., solicitor, to Clara An 
daughter of Alexander Anderson, of High-street, Came, 
town, London, N.W. 

LAWRENCE—LAWRENCE—Aug. 25, at St. Mary’s, Chepstoy 
Alfred Tristram Lawrence, et the Middle Terwple, barriste, 
at-law, to Jessie Elizabeth, daughter of George Lawreng, 
of Larkfield, Chepstow. 

Wooprorre — Goopate— Aug. 18, Matthey, 
Silverhill, Hastings, Charles Henry Witts Woodroffe, 


St. ' 
Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, to Catherine Mary, wi 
ty, 


at 


child of the late John Goodale, of Normanton, near Der 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Fripay, Aug 20, 1875. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Globe Galvanized and Corrugated Iron Company, Limited.—Petitig, 
for winding up, presented Aug 17, directed to be heard before Vg, 
Bacon on Aug 31. Fiux and Leadbitter, Leadenhall st, solicitg; 
for the petitioner. 

Morgans and Guard, Limited.—By an order made by the M.R,, datq 
Aug 9, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the aboy 
company be continued. Clarke and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, agent 
for Fussell and Co, Bristol, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Oakwell Collieries, Limitei.—V.C. Hall has, by an order dated July, 
appointed James Waddell, Queen Victoria st, to be official liquidator, 

Pavy’s Patent Felted Fabric Company, Limited.—Petition for wind 
up, presented Aug 18, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins on thy 
first petition day in November. Mercer and Mercar, Copthall cour, 
solici'ors for the petitioners. 


Turspay, Aug 24, 1875. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Stockton Rail Mill Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, pre 
sented Aug 19, directed to be heard before V.C. Bacon on the fim 
petition day in November, Van Sandau and Cumming, Kirgs, 
Cheapside, agents for Belk, Middlesborough, eolicitor tox the peti. 
tioners. 

Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fraipay, Aug 20, 1875. 

Andrews, Frances, Winson green, Birmingham. May 3. Andrewsy 
Wooiward, V.C. Malins 

Wade, Samuel, Fobbing, Essex, Barge Owner. Oct 1. Moss v Waée, 
V.C. Hall. Woodard, Ingram court, Fenchurch st 


Tuespay, Aug 24, 1875. 
Sillence, Benjamin, New Barn Farm, Compton, Hants, Yeoman. Oct 
1. Hampshire Banking Company v Sillence, M.R. Killby, Souti- 
ampton 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Farpay, Aug 20, 1875, 
Arnold, Mary, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. 
Lynch, Liverpool 
Arnold, Samuel, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. 
Lynch, Liverpool 
Bass, William, Dover, Kent, Gent. Oct 10, 
7 Frederic, Thirsk, York, Esq. Oct 1. 
hirsk 


Sept 10. 
Sept 10. 


Teebay and 
Teebay and 


Stringer, New Romney 


Swarbreck and Rhodes, 
Bennett, Henry Grey, St George’s square, Regent’s park, Gent. Sept 
20. Neal, Pinners’ hall, Old Broad st 
Bennett, William G eorge, West Hartlepool, Durham, Sh!p Owner. Sept 
30. Brunton, West Hartlepool 
Berkeley, Frederick Charles, Spetchley park, Worcester, Esq. Sept li. 
Ward and Co, Gray’s inn square 
Bungay, Mary Ann, Ryde, Isle of Wight, Domestic Servant. Sept lf. 
Vincent, Ryde 
Burden, Rowland, Esq, Castle Eden, Durham. Sept 30. Brunton, 
West Hartlepool 
Cooper, Richard, Halam, Nottingham, Farmer, Oct 1. Kirkland, 
Southwell 
Cramp, Francis, Mark lane, Oct 23, 
Fenchurch st 
Crewe, Henry, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Stafford, Gent. 
ing, Newcastie-un4er-Lyme 
Dix, James, Silverdale, Stafford, Gent. Sept 21. 
Newcastle-under-Lyme . 
Fleck, Dudley George, New North st, Red Lion square, Journalist. 
Sept 20. Eyre, Chancery lane 
Greves, Isasc, Lowston Ford, Warwick, Farmer. Sept 29, Snape and 
Goule, Warwick 
Oct 1, Chew 


Tamplin and Co, 
Oct 2, Hard 


Esq. 


Slaney and Son, 


Hargreaves, George James, Manchester, Merchant. 
Hill, Sarah, Goldhawk rd, Ha mmersmith, Woodbridge. 
Clifford’sinn 
Collette and Col- 
lette, Lincoln’s ion fields 
Jepson, ‘Thomas, Buglawton, Cheshire, Shopkeeper. Sept 18, Brocklé 





' Jones, James Lovelady, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. 


and Sons, Manchester 
Sept 30. 
Horsey, Henry, Charlewood rd, Putney. Sept 15. 
burst and Co, Macclesfield 
Sept 25. 


Williams and Quiggin, Liverpool 
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William, Doncaster, York, Watch Maker. Nov 18. Harrop, 


Prillios, Elizabeth Catherine, Sirewsdury, Salop. O-t 1. Newili, 
Wellington r 
nt, Edward William, Bridge avenue, Hammersmith, Esq. 
90, Caote, Cursitor st, Chancey line 
Porter, Lawrence Gustavus Willoughby, Southport, Lancashire, Gent. 
Dec 23. Bartlett and Atkinson, Liverpool 
e, Elizibeth, A-hford, Kent. Oct 10. Stringer, New Romney 
2 Kawara Vernon, Lewes, Sussex, Esq. Sept i3. Fleming, 
New Kent ri 
Ware, Robert, Thornton heath, neer Croydon, Paymaster 49th Regt. 
97, Keen and Rogers, Knight Rider st, Doctors’ commons 
wilson, Catherine, Holt, Wilts. S2pt 29. Day, Devizes 
Wrett, Margaret, Birmingham, I nakeeper, Uct18. Greenway and 
Bytheway, Pontypool 
Torspav, Aug 24, 1875. 
Baylis, Thomas, Thames Baok, Fulham, Esq. 
coln’s inn fields 
Brown, ane Wareham, Dorsst. Oct ll. Squire, Great James st, 
Bediord row 
Cowi, Rev. Henry, Portway, Hereford, Novi. Marston, Ludlow 
Darell, Robert Rokewode, Calehill, Keat, Esq. Octl. Carlisle and 
Ordell, New square, Lincoln’s inn 
an, Edward Francis, New Bond st, Boot Maker, Oct 1. 
Staple inn, Holborn 
Gammon, Joshua, Warborough, Oxford, Farmer. Oct 27. Hedges and 
Co, Wallingford 
Garrett, Eleanor Purvis, Bath, Oct 5. 
inn fields 
Greenwood. John Dacre, York, Yeoman. 
Knaresborough 
Guone'l, Anne Sarah, Kennington rd, Lambeth. Oct 1. 
Collins, King William st, London bridge 
Hadwen, Thomas, Porchester, Hants, Esq. Sept 29. Compigne, Gosport 
Hammond, John, Peel st, Kensington, Journeyman Carpenter. Sept 
30, Webb, Brigoton ’ 


Sept 29. Peard, Lin- 


Ivimey, 


Wynne and Son, Lincoln’s 


Sept 27, Hirst and Capes, 


Bridger and 


Taylor and Son, 


Hayter, Sarah, Staines, Middlesex. Oct 4. Wheatly, New inn, Strand 
Hodgson, Francis, Provincial Bank of Ireland, Old Broad st. Sept 30. 
Unwin and Co, Harlow, Essex 
Maddison, John, Seaham Harbour, Durham, Gent. Sept 20, Wrigh's 
Seaham Harbour 
Peirce, Augusta Elizabeth, Canterbury. Oct19. Wizhtwick and Co’ 
Canterbury 
Rhodes, Richard Charles, Brighton, Sussex, Licensed Victualler. Oct 
9, Cowiard, Lincoln's inn fields 
Salter, Helen, Torquay, Devon, Hosier. Sept 20. 
Mile End rd 
Bpeller, William, York st, Blackfriars rd, Well Borer. Oct 31. Drake 
and Son, Cloak Jane 
Taylor, William, South Benwell, Nerthumberland, Mason. Oct 1. 
. Newcustle upon-Tyne 
Voss, John Edward, Cherry garden st, Bermondsey, Pilot. Sept 27. 
Holland. Knight Kider st, Doctors’ commons 
Waring, Fanny, Clitheroe, Lancashire. Oct 9. Eastham, Clitheroa 
West, William Thomas, Market Deeping, Lincoln, Solicitor. Sept 15. 
Sharp and Son, Market Deepining 
Yates, Ann, Maida vale, Middlesex. Sept 29. Broughton, Finsbury 
square 
Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Aug. 20, 1875. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Armit, Robert Henry, Abchurch lane,Commission Agent, Pet Aug 16. 
Hazlitt. Sept 2 at 12.30 
Bobbett, James, jun, Horseferry rd, Westminster, Cab Proprietor. Pet 
Ang16 Hazlitt. Sent 9 at 11.30 
Collie, A'exander, and William Collie, Leadenhall st, Merchants. Pet 
Aug !9. Murray. Sept 6 at 12 
Reese, Jobn Wilson, Hamsell st, Falcon sqaare, Tie Manufacturer. 
Pet Aug 18. Hazlitt. Sept 6 at 11.30 
Smith, Join, Holywell row, Finsbury, Glass Dealer. Pet Aug 19. Mur- 
Tay. Sepr9 at 12 
‘Young, David, Gracechurch st, Wine Merchant. Pet Augl7, Murray. 
30 at 12 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Crewe, Joseph Boulcott William, Burat Ash hill, Lee, Kent. Pet July 
13. Taylor, Greenwich, Aug 31 at 2 
Hanlon, Michael, Liverpool, Merct ant. Pet Aug 17. Hime. 
pool, Auz 3: at 2 
Quaye, R bert, Dalton-in-Farness, Lancashire, Miner. Pec Aug 17. 
Postlethwaite. Ulverston, Aug 41 at 2 
Weightman, Agar, Newark-upon-Trent, Nottingham, Publican. Pet 
Aug 16. ratchitt, Nottinghem, Sent 24 at 12 


Toespay, Aug 24, 1875. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
= Henry, High Holborn, Tailor. Pet Aug 21. Murray. Sept 10 
ai 


Morton, Charles, Alwyne rd, Canonbury, Theatrical Manager. Pet Aug 
. Haziit, Septid at il ‘ 
Slegg, Mer-in, Stoneness st, Everskott rd, Tollington park, Builder, 
Pet Aug 19. Murray. Sept9atl 
, E¢ward Ninkivelle, Garrick st, Covent garden, late Managing 
Director of a Public Company. PetAug19, Murray. Sept Gat ll 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Berwick, James Frederick, Manchester, Commission Agent. Pet Aug 
. Kay. Manchester, Sep! 9 at 9.30 
Boyk, Wiliam Massey, Manchester, Wine Merchant. Pet Aug 19. 
ay. Manchester, Sept 10 at 9.30 


Liver- 


Hilion, Joreph Dean, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, Grocer. Pet Aug 19. 
Worledge, Great Yarmouth, Seps 7 at 11 





Mossop, Thomas Robinson Woolfield, Long Satton, Lincoln, Wine Mer- 
chant, Pet Aug 20. Partridge. King’s Lynn, Sept 7 at L 

Robinson, Matthias, Manchester, Boct Dealer. Pet Aug 19. Kay. 
Manchester, Sept 7 at 9.30 

Short, Georze James, Louvaine terrace, St John’s hill, Wandsworth, 
Grocer. Pet Aug 17, Willoughby. Wandsworth, Szp: 10 atit 

Witliams, Maurice, Freshfield, Lancashire, Cotton Broker. Pet Aug 20. 
Hme _ Liverpool, Sept 6 at 11 a 

Wyett, Thomas Eden, Guildford, Surrey, Innkeeper. Pet Aug 20 
White. Guildford, Sept 7 at 2 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Tuespay, Aug 23, 1875. 
Walton, Charles, Huddersfiel4, Yor«, Commission Agent. Aag 18 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 


FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS, 
Farpar, Aug 20, 1875. 

Appleby, Robert, Bedford, Furrier. Sept 7 at2 at the George Hotel; 
High st, Bedford 

Auer, Michael, Hackney rd, Boot Manufacturer. Aug30 at 1 at offices 
of Rogers, Circus place, Finsbury circus, Chalk, Moorgate st 

Bates, George Frederick, Redcar, York, Stationer. Aug 3l at Il at 
Abbutt’s Railway Hotel, York. Teala, Middlesborough 

Birt, John, Lady Mills, Monmouth, Paper Manufacturer. Aug 3l at 
12.30 at offices of Fussell and Co, Liverpool chambers, Corn st, Bristol. 
Whatlev and Son, Mitchel Daan 

Burnup, Charles Jonn, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Wine Merchart. Septl 
at 11 at otfices of Philipson, Pilgrin st, Noweas:le-uoon-lyna 

Clarke. William Henry, Wimborne Minster, Dorset, Auctioneer. Aug 
= - 3 at the King’s Head Hotel, Wimvorne Minster. Trevanion, 

‘oole 

Constable, George, Dudley, Worcester, out of business. Auz 30 at 11 
at offices of Collis, Market st, Stourbridge 

Cooksley, Joseph, Chepstow, Monmouth, Tailor. Sept 7 at 11 at 
offices of Morgan, High st, Cardiff 

Cooper, Hawxwell, Waketisid, York, Builder. Sept 2 at 3 at offices of 
Burton and Moulding, King st, Wakefield 

Corney, Thomas, Westminster chambers, Victoria st, Westmiaster, 
Plasterer. Sept 9 at 11 at the Guildhatl Coffee House, Gresnam st. 
Haynes, Croydon West 

De Moor, Constant, Elton, near Bary, Lancashire, Contractor. Sapt2 
at 3 at offices of Anderton, Gardena st, Bury 

Eliis, Tom, Dewsbury, York, Boot Maker, 
Ibberson, Dewsbury 

Griffiths, William, Lea, Hereford, Builder. Sept 3 at 12.3) at the 
George Hotel, Ross, Hereford. Whatley and Son, Mitche! Dein 

Hall, John Charles, Leeds, Grocer. Sept 1 at 3 at offices of Pickering, 
South parade, Leeds ; 

Harrison, James, Brighton, Sa:sex, Naturalist. Arg 3l at 3 at offices 
of Brandreth and Gray, Middls st, Brighton 

Hazell, Joseph, Brist>1, Licensed Victualler. Aug 28 at 12 at offizes of 
Clifton, Corn st, Bristol 

Holliday, William, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Boot Maker. Sapttatliat 
= of Keenlyside and Forster, Grainger 85 west, Newcastle- upon- 

yno 

Hutton, John, Middlesborough, York, Shos Maker. Aug 30 at 11 at 
offices of Gibson and Co, Athenzeim chambers, Middiesborougao. 
Teale, Middlesborough 

Jones, John Sylvanus, Liandysul, Cardigan, Beer Merchant. Arg 28 
at 10.39 at offices of Green and Gri‘fi'hs, St Mary st, Carmarthen 

Lassen, Christopher Heinrich, Kingston-apon-Hall, Ganeral Marchant. 
Sept 6 at 12 at the George Hotel, Whitefriargate, Kingston-upon-Hul!, 
Walker and Spink 

Laughland, John, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Grocer. Sept 3at 2 at offices of 
Barnard and C», Crockherbtown, Cardiif. Ingledew and Co, Oirdiff 

Leggatt, John, Pond terrace, Leaier st, Chelsea, Bailder. Aug 27 at 
3 at offices of Morris, Great Marlborough st, Regent st 

Lewis, John William, Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Lankeepar. 
11 at offices of Morgan, High st, Cardiff 

Lewis, William, Dinas, Glamorgan, Grocer. Sapt 9 at 12 at offices of 
Rosser, Post office chambers, Pontypridd 

Marks, Isaac, Stanhope st, Hampsead rd, Carver. Aug 30 at3 at 
Offices of Goldberg, West st, Moorgate st 

Marshall, William, Atherton, Lancashire, Tailor. Soptl at % at offices 
Gooden, Mawdsley st, Bolton 

Mather, James Young, Hebburn New Town, Durham, Grocer. Sept 8 
at 2 at offices of Wallace, Hutton chambers, Pilgrim st, New-astle- 
upon-Tyne 

Miller, benjamin, Leeds, Machinery Merchant. 
of Simpson and Burrell, Albion st, Leeds 

Mills, George, Kiogstanley, Gloucester, Gentieman’s Servant. Sept 11 
at 11 at the Swan Hotel, Stroud. Cooke, Cirencester 

Motta, John, Houghton-le-Spring, Durham, Ironmonger. Sept 3 at 12 
at offices of Sherwood and Co, John st, Sanderland. Skioner, Sunder- 
land 

Nield, James, and Nathaniel Nisld, Manchester, Paper Merchants. 
Sept 9 at 2 at the Waterloo Hotel, Piccadilly. Chew and Sons, Min- 
chester 

Nuttall, Josevh, Little Lever, Lancashire, Carter. Sept 7 at 3 at 
offices of Ryley and Haslam, Mawdsley st, Bolton 

Pegler, George, Garatach, near Nantyglo, Monmouth, Grocer. Sept 7 
at 12 atoffices of Browne, Market cha abers, Brynmawr 

Phillips, William James, Seymour st, High st, Deptford, out of business. 
Aug 30 at 2 at officas of Drew, Fore st. Harrison, Fore st 

Pilling, Benjamin, Padiham, Lancashire, Boat Dealer. Sept 6 at 12 at 
offices of Backhous3 and Whittam, Ormerod st, A agy 

Price, William, Hoyland Nether, York, Forge Roller. Sspt Il at 11 at 
the Coach and Ho-ses H tel, Barnsley. Freeman, Barasley 

Randail, Hugh, Trowbridge, Wilts, Saddler, Sept 7 at12 at the Wool 
packs Inn, Troworidge. Beaven, Braiford-on-Avon 

Ritchie, William, Coxhoe, Darhim, Wacch Maxer. Sept 3 at Il at 
ottices of Cha nbars, Sadler st, Durham 

Rouse, Banjamia, High town, Liversadze, York, Plumber. Sept 6 at 3 
at offices of Sykes, Oak st, Heckmondwike 

Shalders, Heary Cioid Bradley, Fenchurch st, Ship Broker. Aug 31 at 
2 at offices of Hubbard, Londun Joint Steck Bank chambers, West 

Smithtield 


Sept 7 at3 at offices of 


Aug 31 at 


Aug 31 at 2 at offices 
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Shelley, James, Mintern st, New N rth rd, Hoxton, Pianoforte Manu- 
facturer. Aug 30at2 +t the Birch Tree Tavern, Great James st, 
Hoxton. Prichard, Sonthampton buildings 

Short, Edward, Ogle st mews, Upper Marylebone st, Cart Builder. Sept 
3 at 3 at offices of Dodd and Longstatfe, Barners st 

Smith, Edward, Liverpool st, Wa'w orth rd, ont of business. 
3 at ottices of Chipperfie'd, Trin ty st. S uth vark 

Smith, Thomas, Southwick, Duran, General Dealer’s Assistant. 

* lat 8 at offices of Graham and Graham, John st, Sunderland 

Spaul, James, Trident st, Lower rd, Rotherhithe, no occupation. Sept 
10 at 2 at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Chapman, London 
wall 

Spring, Thomas, Lincoln, Currier. Sept 4 at 12 30 at offices of Williams, 
Silver st, Lincoln 

Stanford, Robert Field, Bournemonth, Hants, Provision Merchant. 
Sept 1 at 2 at offices of Smedley, Cheapsi¢e 

Tilling, William, High Wycombe, Backingham, Chair Maker. Sept 4 
at 4 ut the Falcon Hotel, High Wycombe. Rawson, Great Marlow 

Trevethan, Sampson, Rheidol Cottage, near Penllwyn, Cardigan, Mining 
Engineer. Aug 31 at 3at the Town Hall, Aberystwith. Atwood and 
Son. Aberystwith 

Wagstaff, James. Eton, Bucks, China Merchant, 
of Durant, Guildhall chawbers, Bisinghall st 

Whittaker, William, Boyt n, Lancashire, Joiner. 
of Scott and Ellis, The areade, King at, Wigan 

Wilcox , William Kicharcson, Strand, Financial Agent, Aug 30 at 2 at 
Offices of Robinson, Philvot lane 

Worthington, George, Pre-ton, Lancashire, Draper. Sept 7 at 2 at offices 
ot Ambler, Cinnon st, Preston 


Aug 31 at 
Sept 


Sept 7 at 3 at offices 
Aug 31 at 3 at offices 


Toespay, Aug. 23, 1875. 

Bawéen, John, St D.y, Cornwal', Grocer, Sept 4 at 12 at offices of 
Cariyon and Pau'!l, Quay st, Truro 

Belton, Elijah, Shettield, Hay Dealer. Sept 6 at 3.30 at offices of Parker 
and Bratlstord, Talbot chambers, North Church st, Sheffield 

Bennett, Henry, Farnworth, (ancashire, Builder. Sept 6 at 3 at offices 
of Dawson and Scowcroft, Exchange st east, Bo'toa 

Binner, Middleton, Leeds, byer. Sept7 at 3 aco‘fices of Dibb and Co, 
Butts court. Leeds 

Brewer, Thomas, Farringdon market, Potato Salesman, 
Offices of Button and Co, Henrietta st, Covent gardea 

Broczkoski, John Constantine, Birmingham, Earthenware Dealer. Sept 
6 at 11 at offices of Rowlands, Anu s', Birmingham 

Brown, Abraham, Ipswich, Suffolk, Bout Maker. 
of Watts, Butter Market, Ipswich 

Burnett, Joseph, Polruar, Cornwall, Bui'der. Sept 7 at 11 at the Ship 
Inn, Fowey. Bishop, Plymouth 

Clarke, William Lowe, Ipswich, Suffy'k, Tobecconist, Sept 10 at 11 at 
offices of Watts, Butter market Ipswich 

Clowes, Thomas, Leeds, Stereotyper. Sept 4 at 11 at offices of Simpson 
and Burre!l, Albion st, Leeds 

Craven, William Jobn, Fenchureh st, Commission Merchant. 
at 12 at 3, Coleman st buildings. 


Sept 3 at 3 at 


Sept 8 at 11 at offices 


Sept 6 
Argles and Rawlins, Gracechurch 


st 
Cros‘, Richard, Preston, Lancashire, Provision Dealer. Sept 7 at 3 at 
offices of Forshaw, Cannon st, Preston 
Davies, John, Treorky, Glamorgan, Mason. Sept 8 at 3 at offices of 
Hollier and Williams, Church st, Pontypridd 
De Guise, Jcseph Henry, Llanelly, Carmarthen, Commission Agent. 
Sept 2 at 11 at offices of Howell, Park st, Lianelly 
Dickens, Edward, Great Cambridge st, Hackney rd, Boot Manufacturer. 
Sept 6 at 2 at offices of Digby and Liddle, Circus place, Finsbury 
circus 
Entwistle, John Bell, Liverpool, Patent Medicine Dealer. Sept 13 at 2. 
at offices of France, Churchgate, Market place, Wigan 
Evans, William, Neath, Glamorgan, Draper. Sept 14 at 1 at offices of 
Charles, Parade, Neath 
Filmer, Ann Harvey, Newton Abbot, Devon, Schoolmistress, Sept 4 at 
12 at Magor’s Commercia! Hotel, Queen st, Newton Abbot. Hooper 
and Michelmore 
Garth, Charles William, Batley, York, Tinner. Sept 10 at 11.30 at 
the Mirfield Station Refreshment Rooms, Mirfield. Wooler, Batley 
Goddard, Charles, Newtown, Millom, Cumberland, Provision Dealer. 
Sept 7 at 12 at offices of Meakin, Holborn hill, Millom 
Gros, Leopold, Scuthampton row, Bloomsbury, Cork Merchant. Sept 
9 at 2 at offices of Dubois, Gresham buildings, Basinghall st. Murray, 
Sackville st, Piccadilly 
Hall, Catherine, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, Butcher. Sept 3 at 11.30 
at offices of Turner, Albion st, Hanley 
Harbottle, John, Tynemouth, Northumberland, Builder. Sept 8 at 11 
= offices of Keenlyside and Forster, Grainger st west, Newcastle-upon- 
'yne 
Harris, Richard Nidd, Nottingham, Silk Agent. Sept 6 at 12 at offices 
of Belk, Middle pavement, Nottingham 
Hawthorn, John, Whitwick, Leicester, Publican. Sept 4 at 3 at the 
Lamb Inn, Ashby-de-la-Zouch, Smith, Burton-on-Trent 
Hingston, Andrew Holland, Gloucester rd, Regent’s park, no oceupa- 
tion. Sept 9 at 3 at offices of Owles, Chancery lane 
Hodgson, William, Falsgrave, York, Chemical Manure Manufacturer. 
Sept 6 at 2 at offices of Richardson and Co, Biake st, York 
Hook, William Francis, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Greengrocer. Se pt 3 
at ll B offices of Keenlyside and Forster, Grainger st west, Newcastle= 
upon-Tyne 
Hopkins, Charles, Bristol, Boot Manufacturer, Sept 7 at 2 at offices of 
Salmon and Henderson, Broad st, Bristol 
Johnson, Henry, Westerham, Kent, Licensed Victualler. Sept 6 at 3 
at the King’s Arms Hotel, Westerham, Hicklin and Washington, 
Trinity square, Southwark 
Jones, Hugh, Corwen, Merioneth, Hotel Keeper. Sept 9 at 12 at the 
Fs a Wrexham. James, Corwen 
ones, Thomas, Hanley, Stafford, Cooper. Sept 1 at 3a 
Hanley. Ashmall, Hanley F . een Ce 
Jones, Thomas Mynett, skenfrith, Monmouth, Timber Merchant. Sept 
15 at 3 at the Angel Hotel, Abergavenny. Sayce, Abergavenny 
Luty, Edward, Bradford, York, Mason. Sept 7 at 11 at offices of 
=—ene hes 1 rong 
ingbeck, William, Snaith, York, Tailor. t7 offices 
Dalton, Albion st, Leeds : , eaten 4 





McKuskey, Joseph, Cinderford, Gloucester, Tailor. Sapt 6 
offices of Haines, St John’s lane, Gloucester 
MeMaurdie, Edward Jame4, Birkenhead, Cheshir», Clothier, 
at offices of Vine, Dale st, Liverpool, Rumsey, Liverpool a 
Mercer, George, Birmingham, out of business. sept 7 at 3 ut offi 
Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Miles, James, Navarino rd, Dalston, Commercial Traveller, 
3 at offices of Parry, Businghall st ' 
Moors, William, Asbury, Cheshire, Collier, Sept 7 at 11 at the’ 
Bowl Inn, Macclesfield. Cooper, Congleton " 
Ollerton, John, Rarrow-in-Farness, Lancashire, Shirt Muker, 
at 11 atthe Home Trade Association Rooms, York st, Mang! 
Sale and Co, Manchester ii 
Pallister, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Woollen Draper. Sept § 
at offices of Winship, Victoria buildings, Grainger st west, ; 
upon-Tyne 
Pearson, Alfred, Birminzham, Hairdresser, 
James, Temple st, Birmingham BS. 
Pearson, Joveph, Basford, Nottinghan, Bleacher. Sept 10 at 
offices of Lees, jun, Middle pavement, Nottingham ; 
Pickering, Thomas, Birmingham, Builder. Sept 7 at 12 at off 
Jelf, Newhall st, Birminghim 
Poulton, William, jon, Torquay, Devon, Accountant. Sapt 6 at 
offices of Hooper and Wollen, Carlton House, Torquay ie 
Richards, William, West Clifton, Bristol, Draper. Sept 6 at 2 at 
of Collins, Broad st, Bristol. Britt«in and Co, Bristol * 
Rothwel!, Thomas, Newton, Cheshire, Rope Manufacturer. Sept 
11 at offices of Buckley and Miller, Stamford st, Stalybridge 
Shaw, James, Manchester, Wholesale Bookseller. Sept 4 at 3 
Old Swan Hotel, Pool street, Manchester. Tramewen, Manch 
Skafte, Niels Peter Hansen, Bootle, Lancashire, Shio Chandier 7 
Sept 6 at 3 at offices of Summers, Manor st, Kingston-upoa-Hall” : 
Smith, James, Stoke-upon-Trent, Stafford, Plumber. Sept 10 
the Royal Hotel, Crewe. Sherratt, Kidsgrove # 
Spencelayh (and not Spencelaigh, as erroneously printed iu Gag 
of Aug 17), Thomas, Middlesborough, York, Draper’s Assistant, 
1 at 11 at offices of Addenbrooke, Zetland rd, Middlesborough ~~ 
Sturge, William Henry, St Philip, Go icester, Baker, Sept U1 at 
offices of Mills, Nich lis 3°, Bise 1 
Tattersall, Benjamin, Hab-rghim Eaves, Lancashire, Draper, § 
at 12 at the Bull Hotel, Burn'ey. Terry and Kobinso., Bradt 
Thicthene, William, Barnsley, York, Jeweller. Sept 10 at 12 at 
of Parker, Regent st, Barr-ley 
Thomas, James, Covent gzrden market, Fruit Salesman. Sep} 
at the Bedford Head, Maiden lane. Button and Co, Henrie;ta 
Thompson, Charles Augustus, Leicester, Pianoforte Daaler. 8 
lat offices of Redhead, Southampton st, Bloom bary. E 
Leicester ; 
Tristram, John, Stretton Sugwas, Herefori, Builder, Sept i4 at? 
offices of Corner, High town, Hereford i 
Tutill, George Edward, Leeds, Boot Maker, 
Pullan, Bank chambers, Park row, Leeds 
Unsworth, James Reddish, Bo ton, Lancashire, Rope Dealer. 
8 at offices of Richardson, Wood st, Bolton ; 
Weston, James, Union st, Great Porcland st, Trips Dresser. Sept’ 
at 4 at offices of Pain, Marylebone rd aa 
Westwood, James Francis, Bishops Stortford, Hertford, Butcher, 
4 at I at offices of Gee, Bishops Stortford ‘ 
Whitaker, Rostron, Haslingden, La hire, Woolstapler. Sept? 
at offices of Radcliffe, Clayton st, Blackburn 
Williams, Benjamin, Monkwearmouth Shore, Durham, Masic 4 
Sept 10at 11 at offices of Steel, Bank buildings, Sunderland hi 
Wright, Benjamio, East Wandsworth rd, Leather Dresser. Sept 18 
3 at offices of Marshall, Lincola’s ian fields 4 


Sept 10 at ll ato 


“ 


Sapt 6 at 2 at offices @f! 











UNERAL REFORM.— The exorbitant items 
of the Undertaker’s bill have long operated as an oppressive ta 

apon all classes of the community. With a view of applying aremely 
to this serious evil the LONDON NECROPOLIS COMPANY, 
opening their extensive cemetery at Woking, held themselves 
to undertake the whole duties relating to interments at 
moderate scales of charge, from which survivors may choose acco 
$o their means and the requirements of the case. The Company 
undertakes the conduct of Funerals to other cemeteries, and to all 
of the United Kingdom. A pamphlet containing full particulars may, 
ve obtained, or will be forwarded, upon application to the Chief Offices 
Lancaster-place Strand, W.C. Pe 





YATES & ALEXANDER, ke 
PRINTERS, namender ~-waenetes STATIONERS, 
ETC. 

SYMONDS INN, 22, CHANCERY-LANE, ~ 
LONDON, ; 


Every description of Printing. 
Chancery Bills and Answers Catalogues 


Appeals 

Parliamentary Minutes 
Books 

Pamphiets 


Reports 
Rules 


News rs 
Ci " 


Posters ; 
Handbills, &e., &e, 


2 
ARR’S, 265, STRAND, 
Dinnars (from the joint) vegetables, &c., 1s. 6d., or with nd 
or Fish, 2s, and 2s. 6d. “IfI desire a substantial dinner off the 
with the agreeable accompaniment of light wine, both cheap 
good, I know only of one house, and that is in the Strand, close to Danee 
Inn. There you may wash down the roast beef of old 
excellent Burgundy, at two shillings a bottle, or you may + 
with aaaibettte for a shilling.”—All the Year Round, June 18, 
e 400, . 
‘he new Hall lately added is one of the handsomest dining-room# 
London. Dinners(from the joint), vegetables, &c., 1s. 6d, 
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